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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine the 
Commission’s Post-2005 Energy Efficiency 
Policies, Programs, Evaluation, Measurement 
and Verification, and Related Issues. 

R.06-04-010 
(Issued April 13, 2006) 

 

AMENDED PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 07-09-043  
BY PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M), 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338 E),  
  SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902 M),  

  AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904 G) 
 

On October 31, 2007, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California 

Edison Company (Edison), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern 

California Gas (SoCalGas) filed a petition to modify Decision 07-09-043 to increase the ability 

of the decision to make energy efficiency a core part of the utility business.  The petition sought 

to clarify and modify how the results of the ex post measurement and verification studies to be 

completed in 2010 will be applied in the context of the Commission’s newly adopted energy 

efficiency risk /reward incentive mechanism, and to make changes to the incentive mechanism 

that will permit predictable earnings (or penalties) from energy efficiency programs that can be 

valued by the investment community.  In two places, at pages 2-4 and 14-16 of the petition, 

petitioners recommended specific language changes to the text on page 12 and Ordering 

Paragraph 2(e) of Decision 07-09-043.  Unfortunately, the proposed changes did not fully 

capture that the minimum performance standard of the adopted shareholder incentive mechanism 

has two components – an overall minimum performance standard and one tied to the three 

metrics of kilowatts, kilowatthours, and therms.  This amended petition corrects that oversight, 

and adjusts the recommended changes in the text on page 12 and Ordering Paragraph 2(e) of 

Decision 07-09-043.  Other than those changes (now on pages 3, 4, 15 and 16) and this 

introductory paragraph, this amended petition is identical to the original petition. 
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With these changes, the incentive mechanism will fully encourage the use of energy 

efficiency over traditional supply resources by allowing utilities to book any earnings received 

without having to simultaneously create a reserve because of the uncertainty of having to return 

any interim incentives.  The incentive mechanism can then truly serve as a model for the rest of 

the country. 

This petition requests modification to reduce the likelihood that interim earnings will 

have to be paid back and increase the certainty for recognition of any earnings by the investor 

community.  The shareholder incentive Decision 07-09-043 allows utilities to earn 70 percent of 

any rewards or penalties in each interim claim based on verified installation of measures and 

costs with the remaining 30 percent to be held back until the year following completion of a 

program cycle, when it will be trued up based on final evaluation, measurement and verification 

(EM&V) studies.  It opens the possibility of full payback of any interim reward amounts if the 

EM&V studies show that a utility no longer meets the program cycle minimum performance 

standard of 80% for any individual metric (kW, kWh or therms) or an overall average of 85% of 

the Commission’s energy efficiency goals.  While the actual risk of full payback of the interim 

reward amounts is unknown, the existence of such repayment risk is a key factor in the ability of 

the utilities to book earnings.  The risk currently exists in the incentive mechanism at a sufficient 

level to impact the recognition of earnings due to the inability of the utilities to predict the effects 

of the EM&V studies.  The uncertainty associated with the ex post measurement of energy 

savings, particularly regarding the subjectivity of the net-to-gross ratio is so great that under the 

current mechanism no earnings can probably be booked until the conclusion of the fourth-year 

true up.   Wall Street has also noted the uncertainty, when analysts for Citibank and Lehman 

Brothers issued statements in the wake of the Commission’s shareholder incentive decision.  In a 

report on PG&E, Citigroup observed of the decision:   
 

“In our view, the incentive otherwise loses its practical 
effectiveness as a tool for the CPUC to reward the company for 
achieving efficiency goals.  If the costs/benefits are not readily 
transparent to the capital markets the company effectively loses the 
feedback mechanism that makes the efficiency savings valuable to 
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the company.”  (Citigroup report on PG&E Corp., September 25, 
2007)  
 
 

Lehman Brothers said that PG&E: 
 
“…may experience claw back of revenue once a program is 
completed and needs to conduct such energy efficiency programs 
essentially “in the dark” as to the amount  of revenue that will 
ultimately be realized.  This creates both a disincentive to push the 
programs and an accounting problem in regards to when revenue 
from said programs can actually be booked, given under the 
current order its uncertain nature.”  (Lehman Brothers report on 
PG&E Corp., September 25, 2007.)   

 

While these observations are about PG&E, they are equally applicable to Edison, 

SDG&E and SoCalGas. 

Specifically, petitioners request modification of the following parts of Decision 07-09-

043: 

Text, page 12, 16th line: Change the sentence “We do not restrict the final true-up 

process, as some parties propose.” to “We do not restrict the final true-up process, except if the 

interim earnings claims, based on verified measure installations and costs and ex ante energy 

savings and demand reduction calculations, result in a utility meeting the 85% minimum 

performance standard for earnings (80% for SoCalGas), but the final true-up calculation, based 

upon ex post energy savings and demand reductions, results in that utility meeting less than 80% 

for any individual savings metric or less than 85% for the average savings threshold but greater 

than 65% of the Commission’s goals, that utility will continue to achieve earnings at the 9% 

shared-savings rate.  In addition, as long as a utility continues to exceed the 65% of savings goals 

threshold on an ex post basis, it will not be required to pay back any interim incentives earned.” 

Text, page 121, first sentence, last paragraph:  Change the sentence to: “For the reasons 

stated above, we do not restrict the true-up adjustment in the final claim, except insofar as a 

utility meets the minimum performance standard for the interim claim based on verified measure 

installations and costs, and ex ante savings assumptions, but falls within the 65 to 85% of energy 
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saving goals as a result of the true up.  In that circumstance, the utility will continue to earn at the 

9% shared-saving rate.  In addition, as long as a utility continues to exceed the 65% of savings 

goals threshold on an ex post basis, it will not be required to pay back any interim incentives 

earned.” 

Finding of Fact 110:  Change to:  “The possibility of refunding earnings already claimed 

may present certain problems for the utilities with respect to financial reporting.  However, these 

problems are effectively addressed in today’s decision by 1) limiting payout of initial claims(s); 

2) allowing utilities to continue to earn at the 9% shared-savings rate if interim ex ante results are 

above the 85% minimum performance threshold (80% for SoCalGas) and ex post results remain 

above the 65% penalty threshold; 3) eliminating the possibility of refunding earnings adopted in 

the interim claims; and 4) deducting any over-collections from future earnings claims, as 

suggested by PG&E and others in the proceeding.” 

Finding of Fact 111:  Delete “unrestricted.” 

Ordering Paragraph 2.a): The first sentence should be changed to:  “To be eligible for 

earnings, SDG&E, PG&E and SCE shall meet the following minimum performance standard 

(MPS) for the energy efficiency portfolio as a whole, on an ex ante basis:” 

Ordering Paragraph 2.b) should add the phrase “on an ex ante basis” to the end of the 

sentence. 

Ordering Paragraph 2.e): Add a new subpart (2) as follows:  “If the MPS is met utilitizing 

ex ante assumptions, but the ex post EM&V results take an individual metric below the 80% 

threshold or take the overall portfolio results to between 65% and 85% of the Commission-

adopted savings goals, the utility shall continue to earn at the first tier sharing rate of 9% and 

shall not return any interim claims. 

Attachment 8, figures 1 and 2, would also need to be modified to show either that the 

curves and calculations apply to the ex ante calculation of incentives or penalties, or a separate 

set of curves would have to be developed to show the ex post modification. 
 

 



 

 - 5 -

BACKGROUND 

 

Decision 07-09-043 established an incentive mechanism for utilities to earn incentives or 

incur penalties based on their efforts to successfully implement energy efficiency programs over 

two three-year funding cycles (2006-2008 and 2009-2011).  The decision establishes a number of 

tiers that determine the amount of incentive or penalty.  The utilities designed and implemented 

their programs using the best-available information to ensure cost-effective, successful programs, 

using the Commission’s adopted energy-saving goals, and the commonly-accepted estimates for 

energy savings, usually from the Database for Energy-Efficient Resources (DEER) sponsored by 

the Public Utilities Commission and the California Energy Commission. 

Decision 07-09-043 establishes interim claims, wherein a utility can claim 70% of the 

applicable reward, based on actual installation of energy efficiency measures, actual program 

costs and ex ante calculations of the energy savings.  The final 30% of the reward is held back 

until a subsequent true-up is done in the year following the end of the 3-year program cycle and 

is based on the results of ex post measurement studies conducted by consultants to the Energy 

Division. 

The tiered structure of the incentive mechanism results in some significant cliffs, 

particularly between the 9% shared-savings rate incentive and the no-earnings deadband at 85% 

of the Commission’s energy savings goals.  As it stands now, if a utility successfully implements 

85.1% of the Commission’s goals, using the ex ante assumptions employed when the programs 

were being designed, it will earn 70% of the resulting reward calculation.  For example, if the net 

societal benefits of the Commission’s goals equate to $400 million at 100% of the goals, and the 

utility achieves 85.1% of the goal (assuming, for purposes of this simplified example, that the 

cost-effectiveness of the programs implemented is proportional to those assumed in the 

numerical calculation of the value of the goals at 100%), it will be entitled to an interim claim of 

$21.44 million ($400 million X 9% X 70% X 85.1%).  However, if the ex post results, 

determined up to three years later, show a tiny drop in actual savings compared to estimated 

savings, to 84.9% of the Commission’s goal, the impact on the utility will be huge.  Not only will 
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the utility get no earnings from the true-up claim, it will have to pay back the $21.44 million it 

received in the interim claim, even though customers and society still received $340 million in 

net benefits. 

That aspect of the incentive mechanism poses a huge risk to utilities, sufficient to make it 

difficult for them to recognize interim rewards as earnings because there is no reasonable 

assurance that they will be able to keep the earnings until the results of the ex post measurement 

are known.  One of the goals of the utilities and the Commission is to make energy efficiency a 

base part of the utilities’ business.  Regular, predictable, reportable earnings or penalties based 

on the utilities’ efforts are a significant part of that goal. 

The single greatest risk in the ex post measurement is the net-to-gross ratio.  Although 

there are risks associated with other aspects of ex post measurement, there is a long, stable 

history of measurement that tends to reduce uncertainty.  The net-to-gross ratio is a measure of 

the percentage of energy savings that is directly attributable to a utility’s energy efficiency 

programs.  For example, a net-to-gross ratio of 0.75 indicates that three-fourths of the gross 

savings of an energy-saving measure are directly the result of the utility’s program.  To put it 

another way, it would mean that one-fourth of the measures would have been installed without 

any utility program.  In theory, the net-to-gross ratio should go down because of “free riders,” 

those who participate in a utility’s program but who would have installed the measure in any 

event, and go up for “free drivers,” those who install energy efficiency measures or undertake 

efficient practices as a result of the program, but who choose not to receive the financial 

incentives of the program.  To date, the Commission has chosen not to try to measure the effect 

of free drivers, also known as spillover, because of the speculative nature of such measurement.  

See Decision 05-09-043, Finding of Fact 27 (although the Commission has indicated it may 

reexamine the issue in the future). 

The net-to-gross ratio serves three purposes: 

1. For shareholder incentive calculations, it only permits utilities to claim savings 

under a shared-savings mechanism that are the result of the utility’s programs. 
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2. By restricting shareholder incentives to savings directly attributable to utility 

programs, it provides motivation to utilities to focus program spending on programs that will 

achieve results that would not otherwise have occurred. 

3. The net-to-gross ratio should be a factor in determining what measures to incent 

customers to buy.  The lower the net-to-gross ratio, the more that measure is becoming a 

mainstream measure that people would buy without additional inducement.  At some point, when 

the net-to-gross ratio becomes low enough, incentives may no longer be important in customers’ 

decisions to adopt the measure and the utility could let the market take over. 

The net-to-gross ratio is less important for resource planning, since gross energy savings 

will determine whether and when new power plants need to be built and how much power and 

energy to buy. 

Under the shareholder incentive mechanism in place from 1994 to 1997, the Commission 

established protocols for measurement of energy savings, including the net-to-gross ratio.  The 

last version of the pre-1998 protocols is found at the California Measurement Advisory 

Committee website at:   http://calmac.org/events/PROTOCOL.pdf.   Table 5 of the Protocols, at 

page 13, indicates that net energy savings are to be derived by comparing energy usage of a 

participating group of utility customers with a control group, although during the years those 

protocols were in effect, utilities obtained some waivers to enable them to use participant surveys 

to calculate the net-to-gross ratio. 

Beginning with the 1998 programs, the Commission shifted the focus of energy 

efficiency programs from resource procurement to market transformation.  Shareholder 

incentives were based more on accomplishing market transformation tasks than achieving direct 

energy savings and, in 2002, were eliminated entirely until Decision 07-09-043.  As a result, 

very little work was done on the development and refinement of net-to-gross ratios after 

measurement of the pre-1998 programs.  Most net-to-gross information is a decade or more old.  

The currently-approved net-to-gross ratios are contained in DEER and can be found at the 

Commission’s website at: 

http://eega.cpuc.ca.gov/deer/Ntg.asp 
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The Commission used these net-to-gross ratios in developing energy-saving goals, and 

the utilities used them in planning their 2006-2008 energy efficiency programs.  

As part of the return to resource procurement as the primary objective of energy 

efficiency and the possibility of the return of utility shareholder incentives, the Commission held 

a workshop on development of “Future Commission Policies on Energy Efficiency Program 

Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification: Performance Basis and Measurement/Verification 

Protocols Associated with Resource Programs.”  The workshop was widely attended by 

representatives of the utilities, EM&V market participants, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates, 

the California Energy Commission, the Natural Resources Defense Council, and the League of 

Women Voters.  The June 10, 2004 workshop report1 noted, at page 52: 

 
Participants agree that the ex-post measurement of NTG, EUL, and IMC should 
not be used to recalculate the program performance basis, but that ex-post 
measurement of program administrative costs and measure installations should be.  
Participants disagree, however, on whether the ex-post measurement of energy 
and demand savings should be used to recalculate the program performance basis. 
 

Decision 05-04-051, at mimeo pages 44 to 54, Findings of Fact 29 to 34, and Ordering 

Paragraph 8, the Commission concluded, after considerable discussion: 

 
As discussed in this decision, the performance basis for resource programs 
implemented in 2006 and beyond shall be subject to the following:…    
c.  As a general policy, ex post reevaluation of per unit kWh, kW and therm 
savings through appropriate load impact studies.  An exception to the general 
policy may be appropriate for measures and/or programs for which there are well-
established ex ante values with a high degree of confidence, and low external 
sources of variability that could influence the energy savings. – Decision 05-04-
061, Ordering Paragraph 8(c). 

 

                                                 
1  Found at:  

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/energy/electric/energy+efficiency/ee+policy/performance+basis+workshop+report_
6-10-04.doc 

2 NTG is net-to-gross, EUL is expected useful life, and IMC is incremental measure cost. 
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The discussion in the text of Decision 05-04-051 notes that the Commission has used two 

different methods for treating the results of ex post measurement and verification studies: 

applying them prospectively only for planning future energy efficiency programs and resource 

planning during the years 1990-1993 and 1998-2005; and applying them both prospectively and 

retroactively for the earnings calculations for utility shareholder incentives for energy efficiency 

accomplishments during the years 1994-1997.  In reaching its conclusion, the Commission’s 

consideration relied heavily on the fact that during 1994-1997, the ex post measurement and 

verification results actually increased the net energy savings over most of those years, thereby 

enabling the Commission to conclude that the application of ex post measurement and 

verification results did not result in systematic overestimations of new benefits on a statewide 

basis.  Decision 05-04-051, at mimeo pages 45-48. 

Decision 05-09-043 then clarified that the ex post true up for the performance basis 

would apply to the net-to-gross ratio, but not measure expected useful lives or incremental 

measure cost, thus adopting the consensus recommendations of the June 2004 workshop group 

on expected useful lives and incremental measure costs, but overruling the consensus on the net-

to-gross ratio. 

In June 2006, the Commission issued new EM&V protocols, found at: 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/static/energy/electric/energy+efficiency/em+and+v/evaluatorsprotocols_

final_adoptedviaruling_06-19-2006.doc. 

The new protocols, at Table 3 on page 36, identify several different ways of measuring 

net-to-gross, involving: (1) comparison of participant and nonparticipant consumption data; (2) 

participant self-report; (3) other self-report methods, including such things as policy and paper 

review, interviews with vendors, and Title 24 review of standard buildings and stocking 

practices; and (4) “Triangulation” using combinations of the various approved methods.  One of 

the reasons why the methods have been expanded is the difficulty, after nearly 30 years of 

energy efficiency programs, of finding nonparticipant groups, particularly customers who have 

never participated, in the nonresidential sector. 
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The calculation of the ex post net-to-gross ratios introduce several unknowns from those 

developed many years ago.  First, because of the difficulty of identifying nonparticipant groups, 

the net-to-gross studies will be much more reliant on subjective interviews with vendors and 

purchasers, who generally can be expected to have a bias toward identifying themselves as the 

primary driver of the purchase.  Second, the net-to-gross ratio is also a measure of the success of 

a program.  The more a measure becomes a normal, accepted part of the marketplace, the lower 

the net-to-gross ratio will be.  With the much higher goals set by the Commission and the more 

intense efforts by the utilities, the most successful programs could end up punishing the utilities 

by resulting in a lower net-to-gross ratio. 

 
DECISION 07-09-043 SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ELIMINATE THE 
POTENTIAL FOR A MAJOR REDUCTION IN EARNINGS RESULTING FROM 
A SMALL CHANGE IN THE EX POST MEASUREMENT RESULTS WHILE 
STILL PROVIDING THE OPPORTUNITY FOR BOOKABLE EARNINGS FOR 
DILIGENT PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND SUCCESS IN ACHIEVING 
THE STATE’S ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 
 

The utilities have been diligently working to implement the Commission’s goals for the 

2006-2008 programs for nearly two years now, based on the assumptions and forecasts that 

underlay both the establishment of the Commission’s ambitious energy efficiency goals and the 

program plans established to achieve those goals.  The utilities are fully prepared to achieve 

incentives and absorb penalties based on their efforts to market and implement the programs, and 

get a verified number of energy efficiency measures and practices into place. 

After fifteen years of measurement, the utilities are confident that the estimations of 

energy savings per measure are reasonably close to the actual energy savings that will be 

realized.  The fact that the ex post measurement results were reasonably close to the ex ante 

forecasts of energy savings was a significant factor in Decision 05-04-051’s conclusion that ex 

post evaluations of per unit kWh, kW and therm savings are appropriate for use for the 

performance earnings basis for energy efficiency shareholder incentives.  Decision 05-04-051 at 

mimeo pages 44-54 and Ordering Paragraph 8(c). 
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What the utilities are really concerned about is the uncertainty arising from the subjective 

aspect of the net-to-gross ratio and the resulting uncertainty that may prevent the utilities from 

recognizing incentives as a regular part of their base business.   

1. The net-to-gross ratio is by far the most subjective aspect of measurement and 

evaluation.  After many years of energy efficiency programs, it is very difficult to find a 

nonparticipant group.  Participant self-reports essentially ask the question:  “Would you 

have purchased and installed this measure without the utility energy efficiency 

program?”  The answer can vary greatly depending on how the question is phrased, to 

whom it is asked, other factors affecting the participant’s willingness to reveal their true 

motivations, and how long after the event the question is asked.  There are instances 

where the ultimate consumer may not even be aware that the utility program was a major 

cause in the consumer’s decision to purchase an energy efficient product.  For example, a 

consumer can go to a retailer and buy compact fluorescent lights at $1.50 each when, 

without the utility program, the lights would have cost $3 each.  If the consumer would 

not have purchased those lights at $3 each, will the utility get credit for the purchase in 

calculating the net-to-gross ratio?  Asking vendors what factors caused their customers to 

buy a certain product has an even greater risk of bias.  Vendors will naturally be 

motivated to stress their contribution and minimize others.  In the case of participating 

businesses, the interviewee may not even be the same person that originally approved the 

project due to attrition or promotion.  The net-to-gross results may be significantly 

affected by the time delay between a participant’s action and the study.  How well will 

participants remember why they took a particular action several years in the past?   

2. The net-to-gross ratio is almost entirely outside the control of the utilities.  If done 

properly, the net-to-gross ratio reflects the state of the market during and after the 

program.  Utilities cannot use anything other than the best information available at the 

time their programs are designed and implemented, which they did.  Highly successful 

programs, which increase the public’s awareness and acceptance of the measure, will 

actually result in a lowered net-to-gross ratio than a program which is less successful.  
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Utilities will be essentially punished for their greatest successes.  Contrary to the 

assertion in at mimeo page 171 of Decision 07-09-043, the utilities have little opportunity 

now, almost two-thirds of the way through this program cycle, to make major 

adjustments to their portfolios after marketing and printed materials have been created 

and marketed in the media, in response to measurement studies that are just now being 

completed for the 2004 and 2005 programs.  The final studies for the 2006-2008 program 

cycle will not be completed for several years. 

3. The net-to-gross is being unfairly applied.  In theory, the calculation of the net-to-gross 

ratio should include the discounting of “free riders” (i.e., those who take advantage of 

utility programs, but who would have taken the energy-efficient action even in the 

absence of the program) and the addition of “spillover” (i.e., those who did not 

participate in the utility program, but who took action because of the utility program).  

Under the new incentive mechanism, the utilities’ performance earnings basis will be 

reduced for free riders, but will receive no credit for spillover effects because of the 

speculative, subjective nature of any attempts to quantify spillover benefits.  Decision 05-

04-051, at mimeo page 31.3  The calculation of spillover is not so different from the 

calculation of free riders. 

Although the net-to-gross ratio has a direct effect on a utility’s performance earnings 

basis, it does not affect the societal goals of energy efficiency.  When a customer installs an 

energy efficiency measure or takes efficient actions, society still receives the same benefit, 

reducing the need for additional power plants, using less fossil fuel and reducing greenhouse 

gases.  While the net-to-gross ratio is an important consideration in gauging whether a particular 

market sector is sufficiently transformed such that additional customer financial incentives are 

less needed and energy efficiency program funding should be transferred to another market 

                                                 
3 Although Decision 07-10-032, addressing energy efficiency program planning for the 2009-2011 period, at mimeo 

pages 123-128, would have the Commission and parties relook at aspects of the issue of spillover savings, any 
outcome would not apply to the 2006-2008 period, and is very uncertain. 
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sector or measure, the savings are still there, for the benefit of society.  The net-to-gross ratio is a 

more important factor for future planning than past actions. 

Utilities must be able to recognize, or book, incentives on a regular basis for accounting 

purposes in a manner that can be expected and anticipated by the investment community.  

Otherwise earnings from energy efficiency programs are not truly on par with generation 

resources in the minds of investors.  As the incentive mechanism is currently adopted, if the 

utilities do not have sufficient certainty, consistent with Financial Accounting Standards Board 

directives, that the incentives will be earned, they cannot be booked until after the end of the 

program cycle when the final adjustments have been determined.  If the incentives are not 

booked at regular intervals, they would result in a one time earnings adjustment that would likely 

be excluded from operating earnings, which are the basis for a company’s financial valuation.  

The uncertainty could result in a higher cost of financing.  As a consequence, the utilities would 

not receive the full benefit of these shareholder incentives from the financial markets.   

Because of the uncertainty associated with the net-to-gross factor, for which the final 

results will not be known until 2009 or 2010 when the Energy Division’s measurement 

consultants issue their reports, it is unlikely that the utilities will be able to timely book any 

incentives earned without having to simultaneously  reserve against that amount, because of the 

uncertainty over whether the utilities will have to return any interim earnings or meet the final 

minimum performance standards because of this one factor.  Unless the Commission grants this 

petition for modification, the value of any energy efficiency earnings as a systematic part of the 

utility’s basic business earnings will be seriously degraded. 

 
MODIFICATION REQUESTED 

The best available information was used to develop the utility programs and the 

Commission’s adopted energy efficiency goals, including assumptions about the net-to-gross 

ratio for each measure or class of measures.  The utilities have been implementing the current 

cycle of energy efficiency programs for nearly two years now, including marketing, acting in 
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reliance on the best available information at the time of program development, selecting energy 

efficiency measures, and implementing those programs.  The utilities are, and should be, fully 

responsible for running the programs and ensuring the Commission’s goals are met.  However, 

the substantial uncertainty about the net-to-gross ratios selected by the Energy Division’s 

measurement consultants, to be released after the end of each program cycle4, and to be 

retroactively applied to the performance earnings basis for the previous program cycle5, makes it 

unlikely that the utilities will be able to book any interim incentives without simultaneously 

having to set up an offsetting reserve.  Because final results cannot be known until well after the 

three-year program cycle is completed, it is very difficult to make meaningful prospective 

portfolio program changes to mitigate any net-to-gross changes recommended by Energy 

Division’s consultants. 

Accordingly, to permit energy efficiency to become a regular, systematic part of the 

utilities’ financial earnings and penalties reporting, petitioners request that Decision 07-09-043  

should be modified to allow utilities to determine performance towards the minimum 

performance standard based upon the ex ante  estimates which best reflect the available 

information at the time of program filings.  This would eliminate the single greatest impediment 

to the recognition of any incentive rewards – the danger that a highly successful program will be 

entitled to no earnings and have to give back any interim earnings because of subjective net-to-

gross results that are worsened because of the success of the program.  The use of ex ante 

estimates for determining the minimum performance standard eliminates the all-or-nothing point 

at 85% of the Commission’s energy saving goals in the recalculation of savings between the ex 

ante and ex post measurement calculations. 

                                                 
4 Two years into this program cycle, studies are just now beginning to be released for results from the 2004 and 

2005 programs.  Given the effort that is needed to design, market and implement programs, it is very difficult to 
make major program changes mid-stream and still have any hope of meeting the Commission’s goals. 

5 Because of the timing of the Energy Division’s ex post measurement studies, to be released in 2009 or 2010, unless 
the studies are released earlier, the earliest prospective application of the new net-to-gross ratios would be for the 
2012-2014 program cycle. 
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If the petition is granted, utilities will still have to meet the 85% savings threshold, using 

ex ante energy-savings assumptions and actual measure installations and measure costs, to be 

eligible for any earnings at all.  But if the ex post results take the utility below the 80% goal for 

any individual savings metric or below the 85% average savings threshold (but still above the 

65% threshold, below which there would be no earnings and the potential for penalties), the 

utility would continue to earn at the 9% shared-savings rate of the ex post net benefits.  In 

addition, any interim payments earned by the utilities would not be subject to repayment if ex 

post earnings are determined to be less than the interim payments previously collected. 

If the petition is granted, the utilities would still earn based on their ex post 

accomplishments.  The only change is that once the minimum performance standard for earnings 

is met on an ex ante basis, which is all the utilities can know while they are implementing their 

programs, they won’t lose everything because of a small change in the ex post results.  With this 

change, the utilities will have a much greater chance of being able to book any earnings as they 

are earned, and thereby go far to making energy efficiency an integral part of their base business. 

Accordingly, petitioners request that Decision 07-09-043 be modified as follows: 

Text, page 12, 16th line: Change the sentence “We do not restrict the final true-up 

process, as some parties propose.” to “We do not restrict the final true-up process, except if the 

interim earnings claims, based on verified measure installations and costs and ex ante energy 

savings and demand reduction calculations, result in a utility meeting the 85% minimum 

performance standard for earnings (80% for SoCalGas), but the final true-up calculation, based 

upon ex post energy savings and demand reductions, results in that utility meeting less than 80% 

for any individual savings metric or less than 85% for the average savings threshold but greater 

than 65% of the Commission’s goals, that utility will continue to achieve earnings at the 9% 

shared-savings rate.  In addition, as long as a utility continues to exceed the 65% of savings goals 

threshold on an ex post basis, it will not be required to pay back any interim incentives earned.” 

Text, page 121, first sentence, last paragraph:  Change the sentence to: “For the reasons 

stated above, we do not restrict the true-up adjustment in the final claim, except insofar as a 

utility meets the minimum performance standard for the interim claim based on verified measure 
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installations and costs, and ex ante savings assumptions, but falls within the 65 to 85% of energy 

saving goals as a result of the true up.  In that circumstance, the utility will continue to earn at the 

9% shared-saving rate.  In addition, as long as a utility continues to exceed the 65% of savings 

goals threshold on an ex post basis, it will not be required to pay back any interim incentives 

earned.” 

Finding of Fact 110:  Change to:  “The possibility of refunding earnings already claimed 

may present certain problems for the utilities with respect to financial reporting.  However, these 

problems are effectively addressed in today’s decision by 1) limiting payout of initial claims(s); 

2) allowing utilities to continue to earn at the 9% shared-savings rate if interim ex ante results are 

above the 85% minimum performance threshold (80% for SoCalGas) and ex post results remain 

above the 65% penalty threshold; 3) eliminating the possibility of refunding earnings adopted in 

the interim claims; and 4) deducting any over-collections from future earnings claims, as 

suggested by PG&E and others in the proceeding.” 

Finding of Fact 111:  Delete “unrestricted.” 

Ordering Paragraph 2.a): The first sentence should be changed to:  “To be eligible for 

earnings, SDG&E, PG&E and SCE shall meet the following minimum performance standard 

(MPS) for the energy efficiency portfolio as a whole, on an ex ante basis:” 

Ordering Paragraph 2.b) should add the phrase “on an ex ante basis” to the end of the 

sentence. 

Ordering Paragraph 2.e): Add a new subpart (2) as follows:  “If the MPS is met utilitizing 

ex ante assumptions, but the ex post EM&V results take an individual metric below the 80% 

threshold or take the overall portfolio results to between 65% and 85% of the Commission-

adopted savings goals, the utility shall continue to earn at the first tier sharing rate of 9% and 

shall not return any interim claims. 

Attachment 8, figures 1 and 2, would also need to be modified to show either that the 

curves and calculations apply to the ex ante calculation of incentives or penalties, or a separate 

set of curves would have to be developed to show the ex post modification. 
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ILLUSTRATION OF THE EFFECT OF ELIMINATING THE POTENTIAL FOR 
REPAYMENT OF INTERIM INCENTIVE PAYMENTS 

One of the changes requested in this petition for modification of the elimination of the 

potential for repayment of part of interim incentive payments if the ex post measured savings 

drop considerably from the ex ante assumptions of savings.  Attached to this petition are tables 

and descriptions analyzing the effect of this change.  As the tables indicate, it would take a 

significant drop in energy savings to a significant portion of the portfolio before the repayment 

possibility becomes an issue.  It becomes a factor mainly when the ex ante calculation of net 

benefits is over 100% of the Commission’s goals, and the ex post calculation goes below 100% 

of goals, because of the drop in the incentive shared-savings rate from 12% of net benefits to 9%.  

While the risk of payback of the interim reward amounts is unknown, the existence of such 

repayment risk affects the ability of the utilities to book earnings.  The attached tables provide a 

range of scenarios which provide the impacts of a drop in shared-savings rates from the interim 

claim to the final claim.  The utilities support the 30% holdback of incentive claims until the 

final true-up, as adopted in Decision 07-09-043, in that it captures reasonably foreseeable 

potential adjustments from EM&V, as illustrated by the tables.  The petition’s request to 

eliminate some of the uncertainty of the interim payments is not intended for (and will not result 

in) the utilities benefiting from undeserved earnings.  Instead, it is intended to send a strong 

signal to the financial community that the incentive mechanism is real, that there is utility 

shareholder value in investing in energy efficiency, and California is serious about making 

energy efficiency the preferred energy resource. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 

Decision 07-09-043 should be modified to eliminate the cliff built into the shareholder 

incentive mechanism that can result in small changes in the measured savings from the interim 

ex ante calculation of net benefits to the ex post result.   

/// 

/// 

///
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With the requested modification, the energy efficiency incentive risk/reward mechanism should 

be able to operate as intended and encourage the use of energy efficiency over traditional 

generation resources through the next two program cycles and until the Commission conducts its 

next overall review of the shareholder incentive mechanism. 
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STEVEN D. PATRICK 
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By  Steven D. Patrick 
555 West Fifth Street, Suite 1400 
Los Angeles, California   90013-1011 
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This Petition for Modification requests the energy efficiency incentive mechanism decision be 

modified to provide the opportunity for utilities to recognize earned shareholder incentives while 

maintaining a low risk to ratepayers.  The tables below provide the Commission with two 

important points of information regarding the ability of the utilities to manage portfolios during 

the cycle to minimize the differences between the interim earnings claims and the final, 

measured earnings claims: 

 

1) Portfolio Diversification 

The utility portfolios should continue to maintain a level of diversification such that any 

reductions in net-to-gross ratios (the largest risk factor, as discussed in this Petition for 

Modification) to individual program elements should minimize the impact to the entire 

portfolio.  That is, the more diverse the sources of your energy savings, the less likely it is 

that you would have enough downward adjustments across the program elements in the 

portfolio. 

 

Table 1 below shows the how changes to the largest-producing elements in the utility 

portfolios affect the portfolio savings as a whole.  This analysis is based upon the data 

utilized to adopt the energy efficiency shareholder incentive mechanism.  This analysis 

reflects the 3-year cycle of savings.  The mix of programs would be expected to change 

over time as the utilities receive evidence to make changes to the portfolio.  The utilities 

will continue to respond to market conditions, including updates to net-to-gross ratios, 

during the cycle in order to maximize net savings.  Such increases to the savings from 

such programs would further increase portfolio diversity.  Table 1 shows that even with 

significant changes to the program elements which represent major contributors to the 

portfolios, the effect on the remainder of the portfolios is minimized. 
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Table 1 - Portfolio Diversification

SCE
Top 5 Elements

  -- Elements are defined as supported by individual net-to-gross ratios
Energy Savings

(Net Annual kWh)

% of 
Portfolio 

kWh 
Savings

Scenario 1:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

15%

Scenario 2:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

20%
Express Efficiency Strategy             582,843,115 18%     495,416,648      466,274,492 
CFLs - Grocery             294,133,445 9%     250,013,429      235,306,756 
Standard Performance Contract Strategy             252,660,462 8%     214,761,393      202,128,370 
Lighting Fixtures             235,939,570 7%     200,548,635      188,751,656 
Nonresidential Direct Installation Strategy             233,454,889 7%     198,436,656      186,763,911 
Total Savings - Top 5 Elements          1,599,031,482 48%
Total Savings - Portfolio          3,312,717,359 
Ex Post Change to the Energy Savings of the Top Programs of: 15% 20%
Equals an Ex Post Portfolio Energy Savings Change of: 7% 10%

SDG&E
Top 5 Elements

  -- Elements are defined as supported by individual net-to-gross ratios
Energy Savings

(Net Annual kWh)

% of 
Portfolio 

kWh 
Savings

Scenario 1:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

15%

Scenario 2:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

20%
Upstream Lighting Program             283,453,347 29%     240,935,345      226,762,677 
Energy Savings Bids             169,459,500 17%     144,040,575      135,567,600 
Small Business Super Saver             157,572,849 16%     133,936,922      126,058,279 
Express Efficiency Rebate Program               51,424,283 5%       43,710,640        41,139,426 
3P KEMA  HVAC Training, Installation and Maint.               50,049,164 5%       42,541,789        40,039,331 
Total Savings - Top 5 Elements             711,959,142 73%     605,165,271      569,567,314 
Total Savings - Portfolio             973,520,284 
Ex Post Change to the Energy Savings of the Top Programs of: 15% 20%
Equals an Ex Post Portfolio Energy Savings Change of: 11% 15%

PG&E
Top 5 Elements

  -- Elements are defined as supported by individual net-to-gross ratios
Energy Savings

(Net Annual kWh)

% of 
Portfolio 

kWh 
Savings

Scenario 1:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

15%

Scenario 2:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

20%
Residential CFLs             426,358,196 14%     362,404,467      341,086,557 
Commercial T8/T5             262,919,428 9%     223,481,514      210,335,542 
Interior High Bay Lighting             144,132,357 5%     122,512,503      115,305,886 
Commercial CFLs             125,872,926 4%     106,991,987      100,698,341 
Industrial Process               58,334,000 2%       49,583,900        46,667,200 
Total Savings - Top 5 Elements          1,017,616,907 34%     864,974,371      814,093,526 
Total Savings - Portfolio          3,005,170,000 
Ex Post Change to the Energy Savings of the Top Programs of: 15% 20%
Equals an Ex Post Portfolio Energy Savings Change of: 5% 7%

SCG
Top 5 Elements

  -- Elements are defined as supported by individual net-to-gross ratios
Energy Savings

(Net Annual kWh)

% of 
Portfolio 

kWh 
Savings

Scenario 1:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

15%

Scenario 2:  
Reduce Top 5 
Elements by 

20%
Local Business Energy Efficiency Program 18,080,999 28%       15,368,849        14,464,799 
Express Efficiency Rebate Program 11,409,123 17%         9,697,754          9,127,298 
Savings By Design SCG SCE Program 5,291,474 8%         4,497,753          4,233,180 
Multi-Family Rebate Program 5,150,642 8%         4,378,046          4,120,513 
Home Efficiency Rebate Program 4,689,314 7%         3,985,917          3,751,451 
Total Savings - Top 5 Elements               44,621,551 68%       37,928,319        35,697,241 
Total Savings - Portfolio 65,312,979
Ex Post Change to the Energy Savings of the Top Programs of: 15% 20%
Equals an Ex Post Portfolio Energy Savings Change of: 10% 14%
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2) Probabilities of True-Up 

The current 30% holdback of earnings during an energy efficiency program cycle is 

sufficient to allow for regular earnings by the utilities, while tying a significant amount of 

earnings to the measurement studies.  The ratepayer risk is minimized by holding back 

these earnings until completion of the measurement studies, offering a diverse mix of 

programs, and administering the portfolio with the best available information regarding 

portfolio impacts.  An analysis of the probability of adjustments to portfolio elements and 

to the resulting portfolio, as shown in Table 1, would need to be reviewed with scenarios 

which provide ranges of probabilities of such changes. 

 

The risk of true-up is greatest where one assumes that in a given cycle, the 2nd interim 

claim is calculated at the highest earnings rate (12%), but that the true-up claim is 

calculated at the lower earnings rate (9%).  This could occur when one of the metrics 

changes in the ex post claim from above the level which allows for earnings at the 12% 

level to that which only allows for earnings at the 9% level.  The risk of true-up can be 

reviewed by looking at scenarios of changes to earnings and probabilities that such 

changes could occur.  Tables 2A, 2B, and 2C provide risk scenarios at the highest levels 

for each IOU – that is where all earnings in the final claim are calculated at the lower, 9% 

level of earnings.  Even though the utilities could well continue to earn at the 12% 

earnings rate in the true-up claim, for purposes of discussing risk this table ignores the 

possibility of earnings remaining at the 12% level in the final earnings claim and only 

looks at the “worst case” of scenarios where the earnings rate is at the 9% level and there 

is a reduced performance earnings basis.  This lower earnings rate in the third earnings 

claim could occur, for instance, if one of the metrics (e.g., kW) were to fall below 95% of 

the CPUC goals, while the other metrics (e.g., kWh and therms) remain at or above 100% 

of goal. 

 

The risk scenarios provide information, under multiple probabilities of changes to the 

expected claims, as to the risk of true-up.  Under each scenario, there is, and should be, a 

probability that the utilities will have managed their portfolios to deliver the energy 
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savings and Performance Earnings Basis calculated in the interim claims, even if the 

portfolio only meets the metrics to earn at the 9% level of earnings.  While one cannot 

predict the risk of any particular level of true-up, by reviewing multiple scenarios and 

probabilities, using the adopted 30% earnings holdback, the risk of true-up at any level 

can be demonstrated.  The tables provide scenarios up to a portfolio-wide reduction of 

30% in the performance earnings basis from the 2nd interim claim to the final true-up 

claim.  Such a reduction would only occur upon the reduction of a significant amount of 

the program elements across the portfolio.  The lowest scenario assumes that it is just as 

likely that the utilities have under-forecasted the entire portfolio earnings by 30% as to 

have calculated correctly. 

 

Table 2A for example, shows that at the lowest scenario assumes that it is just as likely 

that the utilities have under-forecasted the entire portfolio earnings by 30% as to have 

calculated correctly (50%/50% probability), the risk of true-up statewide for the 3-year 

period is $20 million.  As such, the current holdback of 30% is an appropriate amount, in 

that it captures all reasonably forseeable potential adjustments, while still ensuring that 

the utilities have an opportunity to earn and realize earnings in the interim claims. 

 

Scenarios: 

1) 2nd Interim Earnings at 100% of CPUC goals 

a. A range of true ups in the 3rd claim from 10% to 30% 

b. A range of probabilities of each true up 

2) 2nd Interim Earnings at 95% of CPUC goals 

a. A range of true ups in the 3rd claim from 10% to 30% 

b. A range of probabilities of each true up 

3) 2nd Interim Earnings at 120% of CPUC goals 

a. A range of true ups in the 3rd claim from 10% to 30% 

b. A range of probabilities of each true up 
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Table 2A:  Statewide

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

2,689$                 12% 323$                   226$                   97$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 2,689$                 16$                      
90% 9% 2,420$                 (8)$                       
80% 9% 2,151$                 (32)$                     
70% 9% 1,882$                (56)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 16$                      90%
90% 9% (8)$                       10%

100% 9% 16$                      80%
90% 9% (8)$                       20%

100% 9% 16$                      70%
90% 9% (8)$                       30%

100% 9% 16$                      60%
90% 9% (8)$                       40%

100% 9% 16$                      50%
90% 9% (8)$                       50%

100% 9% 16$                      90%
80% 9% (32)$                     10%

100% 9% 16$                      80%
80% 9% (32)$                     20%

100% 9% 16$                      70%
80% 9% (32)$                     30%

100% 9% 16$                      60%
80% 9% (32)$                     40%

100% 9% 16$                      50%
80% 9% (32)$                     50%

100% 9% 16$                      90%
70% 9% (56)$                     10%

100% 9% 16$                      80%
70% 9% (56)$                     20%

100% 9% 16$                      70%
70% 9% (56)$                     30%

100% 9% 16$                      60%
70% 9% (56)$                     40%

100% 9% 16$                      50%
70% 9% (56)$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

6$                        

4$                        

At 100% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume One Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

9$                        

2$                        

14$                      

11$                      

9$                        

(3)$                       

11$                      

(13)$                     

(20)$                     

6$                        

(8)$                       

2$                        

(6)$                       

 



 

 - 6 -

Table 2B:  Statewide

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

2,443$                 9% 220$                   154$                   66$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 2,443$                 66$                      
90% 9% 2,198$                 44$                      
80% 9% 1,954$                 22$                      
70% 9% 1,710$                -$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 66$                      90%
90% 9% 44$                      10%

100% 9% 66$                      80%
90% 9% 44$                      20%

100% 9% 66$                      70%
90% 9% 44$                      30%

100% 9% 66$                      60%
90% 9% 44$                      40%

100% 9% 66$                      50%
90% 9% 44$                      50%

100% 9% 66$                      90%
80% 9% 22$                      10%

100% 9% 66$                      80%
80% 9% 22$                      20%

100% 9% 66$                      70%
80% 9% 22$                      30%

100% 9% 66$                      60%
80% 9% 22$                      40%

100% 9% 66$                      50%
80% 9% 22$                      50%

100% 9% 66$                      90%
70% 9% -$                     10%

100% 9% 66$                      80%
70% 9% -$                     20%

100% 9% 66$                      70%
70% 9% -$                     30%

100% 9% 66$                      60%
70% 9% -$                     40%

100% 9% 66$                      50%
70% 9% -$                     50%

40$                      

33$                      

57$                      

44$                      

53$                      

46$                      

2nd Claim

3rd Claim

59$                      

53$                      

64$                      

62$                      

59$                      

48$                      

62$                      

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

57$                      

55$                      

At 95% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2C:  Statewide

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

3,673$                 12% 441$                   309$                   132$                   

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 3,673$                 22$                      
90% 9% 3,306$                 (11)$                     
80% 9% 2,938$                 (44)$                     
70% 9% 2,571$                (77)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 22$                      90%
90% 9% (11)$                     10%

100% 9% 22$                      80%
90% 9% (11)$                     20%

100% 9% 22$                      70%
90% 9% (11)$                     30%

100% 9% 22$                      60%
90% 9% (11)$                     40%

100% 9% 22$                      50%
90% 9% (11)$                     50%

100% 9% 22$                      90%
80% 9% (44)$                     10%

100% 9% 22$                      80%
80% 9% (44)$                     20%

100% 9% 22$                      70%
80% 9% (44)$                     30%

100% 9% 22$                      60%
80% 9% (44)$                     40%

100% 9% 22$                      50%
80% 9% (44)$                     50%

100% 9% 22$                      90%
70% 9% (77)$                     10%

100% 9% 22$                      80%
70% 9% (77)$                     20%

100% 9% 22$                      70%
70% 9% (77)$                     30%

100% 9% 22$                      60%
70% 9% (77)$                     40%

100% 9% 22$                      50%
70% 9% (77)$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

9$                        

6$                        

At 120% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume One Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

12$                      

2$                        

19$                      

15$                      

12$                      

(4)$                       

15$                      

(18)$                     

(28)$                     

9$                        

(11)$                     

2$                        

(8)$                       
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Table 2A:  SCE

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

1,199$                 12% 144$                   101$                   43$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 1,199$                 7$                        
90% 9% 1,079$                 (4)$                       
80% 9% 959$                    (14)$                     
70% 9% 839$                   (25)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 7$                        90%
90% 9% (4)$                       10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
90% 9% (4)$                       20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
90% 9% (4)$                       30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
90% 9% (4)$                       40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
90% 9% (4)$                       50%

100% 9% 7$                        90%
80% 9% (14)$                     10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
80% 9% (14)$                     20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
80% 9% (14)$                     30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
80% 9% (14)$                     40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
80% 9% (14)$                     50%

100% 9% 7$                        90%
70% 9% (25)$                     10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
70% 9% (25)$                     20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
70% 9% (25)$                     30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
70% 9% (25)$                     40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
70% 9% (25)$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

3$                        

2$                        

At 100% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume One Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

4$                        

1$                        

6$                        

5$                        

4$                        

(1)$                       

5$                        

(6)$                       

(9)$                       

3$                        

(4)$                       

1$                        

(3)$                       
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Table 2B:  SCE

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

1,101$                 9% 99$                     69$                     30$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 1,101$                 30$                      
90% 9% 991$                    20$                      
80% 9% 881$                    10$                      
70% 9% 771$                   -$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 30$                      90%
90% 9% 20$                      10%

100% 9% 30$                      80%
90% 9% 20$                      20%

100% 9% 30$                      70%
90% 9% 20$                      30%

100% 9% 30$                      60%
90% 9% 20$                      40%

100% 9% 30$                      50%
90% 9% 20$                      50%

100% 9% 30$                      90%
80% 9% 10$                      10%

100% 9% 30$                      80%
80% 9% 10$                      20%

100% 9% 30$                      70%
80% 9% 10$                      30%

100% 9% 30$                      60%
80% 9% 10$                      40%

100% 9% 30$                      50%
80% 9% 10$                      50%

100% 9% 30$                      90%
70% 9% -$                     10%

100% 9% 30$                      80%
70% 9% -$                     20%

100% 9% 30$                      70%
70% 9% -$                     30%

100% 9% 30$                      60%
70% 9% -$                     40%

100% 9% 30$                      50%
70% 9% -$                     50%

18$                      

15$                      

26$                      

20$                      

24$                      

21$                      

2nd Claim

3rd Claim

27$                      

24$                      

29$                      

28$                      

27$                      

22$                      

28$                      

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

26$                      

25$                      

At 95% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2C:  SCE

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

1,594$                 12% 191$                   134$                   57$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 1,594$                 10$                      
90% 9% 1,435$                 (5)$                       
80% 9% 1,275$                 (19)$                     
70% 9% 1,116$                (33)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 10$                      90%
90% 9% (5)$                       10%

100% 9% 10$                      80%
90% 9% (5)$                       20%

100% 9% 10$                      70%
90% 9% (5)$                       30%

100% 9% 10$                      60%
90% 9% (5)$                       40%

100% 9% 10$                      50%
90% 9% (5)$                       50%

100% 9% 10$                      90%
80% 9% (19)$                     10%

100% 9% 10$                      80%
80% 9% (19)$                     20%

100% 9% 10$                      70%
80% 9% (19)$                     30%

100% 9% 10$                      60%
80% 9% (19)$                     40%

100% 9% 10$                      50%
80% 9% (19)$                     50%

100% 9% 10$                      90%
70% 9% (33)$                     10%

100% 9% 10$                      80%
70% 9% (33)$                     20%

100% 9% 10$                      70%
70% 9% (33)$                     30%

100% 9% 10$                      60%
70% 9% (33)$                     40%

100% 9% 10$                      50%
70% 9% (33)$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

4$                        

2$                        

At 120% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume One Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

5$                        

1$                        

8$                        

7$                        

5$                        

(2)$                       

7$                        

(8)$                       

(12)$                     

4$                        

(5)$                       

1$                        

(3)$                       
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Table 2A:  PG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

1,058$                 12% 127$                   89$                     38$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 1,058$                 6$                        
90% 9% 952$                    (3)$                       
80% 9% 846$                    (13)$                     
70% 9% 741$                   (22)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 6$                        90%
90% 9% (3)$                       10%

100% 9% 6$                        80%
90% 9% (3)$                       20%

100% 9% 6$                        70%
90% 9% (3)$                       30%

100% 9% 6$                        60%
90% 9% (3)$                       40%

100% 9% 6$                        50%
90% 9% (3)$                       50%

100% 9% 6$                        90%
80% 9% (13)$                     10%

100% 9% 6$                        80%
80% 9% (13)$                     20%

100% 9% 6$                        70%
80% 9% (13)$                     30%

100% 9% 6$                        60%
80% 9% (13)$                     40%

100% 9% 6$                        50%
80% 9% (13)$                     50%

100% 9% 6$                        90%
70% 9% (22)$                     10%

100% 9% 6$                        80%
70% 9% (22)$                     20%

100% 9% 6$                        70%
70% 9% (22)$                     30%

100% 9% 6$                        60%
70% 9% (22)$                     40%

100% 9% 6$                        50%
70% 9% (22)$                     50%

(5)$                       

(8)$                       

3$                        

(3)$                       

1$                        

(2)$                       

2nd Claim

3rd Claim
One savings metric falls below 95% threshold

3$                        

1$                        

5$                        

4$                        

3$                        

(1)$                       

4$                        

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

3$                        

2$                        

At 100% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2B:  PG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

956$                    9% 86$                     60$                     26$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 956$                    26$                      
90% 9% 861$                    17$                      
80% 9% 765$                    9$                        
70% 9% 669$                   -$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 26$                      90%
90% 9% 17$                      10%

100% 9% 26$                      80%
90% 9% 17$                      20%

100% 9% 26$                      70%
90% 9% 17$                      30%

100% 9% 26$                      60%
90% 9% 17$                      40%

100% 9% 26$                      50%
90% 9% 17$                      50%

100% 9% 26$                      90%
80% 9% 9$                        10%

100% 9% 26$                      80%
80% 9% 9$                        20%

100% 9% 26$                      70%
80% 9% 9$                        30%

100% 9% 26$                      60%
80% 9% 9$                        40%

100% 9% 26$                      50%
80% 9% 9$                        50%

100% 9% 26$                      90%
70% 9% -$                     10%

100% 9% 26$                      80%
70% 9% -$                     20%

100% 9% 26$                      70%
70% 9% -$                     30%

100% 9% 26$                      60%
70% 9% -$                     40%

100% 9% 26$                      50%
70% 9% -$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

22$                      

22$                      

At 95% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim

23$                      

21$                      

25$                      

24$                      

23$                      

19$                      

24$                      

15$                      

13$                      

22$                      

17$                      

21$                      

18$                      
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Table 2C PG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

1,464$                 12% 176$                   123$                   53$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 1,464$                 9$                        
90% 9% 1,318$                 (4)$                       
80% 9% 1,172$                 (18)$                     
70% 9% 1,025$                (31)$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 9$                        90%
90% 9% (4)$                       10%

100% 9% 9$                        80%
90% 9% (4)$                       20%

100% 9% 9$                        70%
90% 9% (4)$                       30%

100% 9% 9$                        60%
90% 9% (4)$                       40%

100% 9% 9$                        50%
90% 9% (4)$                       50%

100% 9% 9$                        90%
80% 9% (18)$                     10%

100% 9% 9$                        80%
80% 9% (18)$                     20%

100% 9% 9$                        70%
80% 9% (18)$                     30%

100% 9% 9$                        60%
80% 9% (18)$                     40%

100% 9% 9$                        50%
80% 9% (18)$                     50%

100% 9% 9$                        90%
70% 9% (31)$                     10%

100% 9% 9$                        80%
70% 9% (31)$                     20%

100% 9% 9$                        70%
70% 9% (31)$                     30%

100% 9% 9$                        60%
70% 9% (31)$                     40%

100% 9% 9$                        50%
70% 9% (31)$                     50%

(7)$                       

(11)$                     

4$                        

(4)$                       

1$                        

(3)$                       

2nd Claim

3rd Claim
One savings metric falls below 95% threshold

5$                        

1$                        

7$                        

6$                        

5$                        

(2)$                       

6$                        

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

4$                        

2$                        

At 120% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2A:  SDG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

297$                    12% 36$                     25$                     11$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 297$                    2$                        
90% 9% 267$                    (1)$                       
80% 9% 238$                    (4)$                       
70% 9% 208$                   (6)$                      

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 2$                        90%
90% 9% (1)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
90% 9% (1)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
90% 9% (1)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
90% 9% (1)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
90% 9% (1)$                       50%

100% 9% 2$                        90%
80% 9% (4)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
80% 9% (4)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
80% 9% (4)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
80% 9% (4)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
80% 9% (4)$                       50%

100% 9% 2$                        90%
70% 9% (6)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
70% 9% (6)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
70% 9% (6)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
70% 9% (6)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
70% 9% (6)$                       50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

1$                        

0$                        

At 100% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
One savings metric falls below 95% threshold

1$                        

0$                        

2$                        

1$                        

1$                        

(0)$                       

1$                        

(1)$                       

(2)$                       

1$                        

(1)$                       

0$                        

(1)$                       
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Table 2B:  SDG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

269$                    9% 24$                     17$                     7$                       

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 269$                    7$                        
90% 9% 242$                    5$                        
80% 9% 215$                    2$                        
70% 9% 188$                   -$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 7$                        90%
90% 9% 5$                        10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
90% 9% 5$                        20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
90% 9% 5$                        30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
90% 9% 5$                        40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
90% 9% 5$                        50%

100% 9% 7$                        90%
80% 9% 2$                        10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
80% 9% 2$                        20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
80% 9% 2$                        30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
80% 9% 2$                        40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
80% 9% 2$                        50%

100% 9% 7$                        90%
70% 9% -$                     10%

100% 9% 7$                        80%
70% 9% -$                     20%

100% 9% 7$                        70%
70% 9% -$                     30%

100% 9% 7$                        60%
70% 9% -$                     40%

100% 9% 7$                        50%
70% 9% -$                     50%

4$                        

4$                        

6$                        

5$                        

6$                        

5$                        

2nd Claim

3rd Claim

7$                        

6$                        

7$                        

7$                        

7$                        

5$                        

7$                        

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

6$                        

6$                        

At 95% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2C:  SDG&E

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

408$                    12% 49$                     34$                     15$                     

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
100% 9% 408$                    2$                        
90% 9% 367$                    (1)$                       
80% 9% 326$                    (5)$                       
70% 9% 286$                   (9)$                      

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

100% 9% 2$                        90%
90% 9% (1)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
90% 9% (1)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
90% 9% (1)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
90% 9% (1)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
90% 9% (1)$                       50%

100% 9% 2$                        90%
80% 9% (5)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
80% 9% (5)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
80% 9% (5)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
80% 9% (5)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
80% 9% (5)$                       50%

100% 9% 2$                        90%
70% 9% (9)$                       10%

100% 9% 2$                        80%
70% 9% (9)$                       20%

100% 9% 2$                        70%
70% 9% (9)$                       30%

100% 9% 2$                        60%
70% 9% (9)$                       40%

100% 9% 2$                        50%
70% 9% (9)$                       50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

1$                        

1$                        

At 120% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim
One savings metric falls below 95% threshold

1$                        

0$                        

2$                        

2$                        

1$                        

(0)$                       

2$                        

(2)$                       

(3)$                       

1$                        

(1)$                       

0$                        

(1)$                       
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Table 2A:  SCG

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

135$                    12% 16$                     11$                     5$                       

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
95% 9% 128$                    0$                        
90% 9% 121$                    (0)$                       
80% 9% 108$                    (2)$                       
70% 9% 94$                     (3)$                      

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

95% 9% 0$                        90%
90% 9% (0)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
90% 9% (0)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
90% 9% (0)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
90% 9% (0)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
90% 9% (0)$                       50%

95% 9% 0$                        90%
80% 9% (2)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
80% 9% (2)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
80% 9% (2)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
80% 9% (2)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
80% 9% (2)$                       50%

95% 9% 0$                        90%
70% 9% (3)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
70% 9% (3)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
70% 9% (3)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
70% 9% (3)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
70% 9% (3)$                       50%

(1)$                       

(1)$                       

(0)$                       

(1)$                       

(0)$                       

(1)$                       

2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume The Single Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

(0)$                       

(0)$                       

0$                        

0$                        

0$                        

(1)$                       

0$                        

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

(0)$                       

(0)$                       

At 100% of CPUC Goal
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Table 2B:  SCG

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

117$                    9% 10.5$                  7.3$                    3.1$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
95% 9% 110.8$                 2.6$                     
90% 9% 105$                    2.1$                     
80% 9% 93$                      1.0$                     
70% 9% 82$                     -$                    

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

95% 9% 3$                        90%
90% 9% 2$                        10%

95% 9% 3$                        80%
90% 9% 2$                        20%

95% 9% 3$                        70%
90% 9% 2$                        30%

95% 9% 3$                        60%
90% 9% 2$                        40%

95% 9% 3$                        50%
90% 9% 2$                        50%

95% 9% 3$                        90%
80% 9% 1$                        10%

95% 9% 3$                        80%
80% 9% 1$                        20%

95% 9% 3$                        70%
80% 9% 1$                        30%

95% 9% 3$                        60%
80% 9% 1$                        40%

95% 9% 3$                        50%
80% 9% 1$                        50%

95% 9% 3$                        90%
70% 9% -$                     10%

95% 9% 3$                        80%
70% 9% -$                     20%

95% 9% 3$                        70%
70% 9% -$                     30%

95% 9% 3$                        60%
70% 9% -$                     40%

95% 9% 3$                        50%
70% 9% -$                     50%

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

2.4$                     

2.4$                     

At 95% of CPUC Goal
2nd Claim

3rd Claim

2.4$                     

2.2$                     

2.6$                     

2.5$                     

2.5$                     

2.0$                     

2.5$                     

1.6$                     

1.3$                     

2.3$                     

1.8$                     

2.1$                     

1.8$                     
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Table 2C:  SCG

Earnings Earnings Claim Holdback
PEB Rate Amount 70% 30%

206$                    12% 25$                     17$                     7$                       

% of 3rd Claim 3rd 3rd Claim
2nd Claim Earnings Claim True-Up

PEB Rate PEB Payment
95% 9% 196$                    0$                        
90% 9% 185$                    (1)$                       
80% 9% 165$                    (2)$                       
70% 9% 144$                   (4)$                      

% of 3rd Claim 3rd Claim Weighted
2nd Claim Earnings True-Up Probability True-Up

PEB Rate Payment Scenarios Payment

95% 9% 0$                        90%
90% 9% (1)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
90% 9% (1)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
90% 9% (1)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
90% 9% (1)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
90% 9% (1)$                       50%

95% 9% 0$                        90%
80% 9% (2)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
80% 9% (2)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
80% 9% (2)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
80% 9% (2)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
80% 9% (2)$                       50%

95% 9% 0$                        90%
70% 9% (4)$                       10%

95% 9% 0$                        80%
70% 9% (4)$                       20%

95% 9% 0$                        70%
70% 9% (4)$                       30%

95% 9% 0$                        60%
70% 9% (4)$                       40%

95% 9% 0$                        50%
70% 9% (4)$                       50%

(2)$                       

(2)$                       

(0)$                       

(1)$                       

(1)$                       

(1)$                       

2nd Claim

3rd Claim
Assume The Single Savings Metric Falls below 95% Threshold

(0)$                       

(1)$                       

0$                        

0$                        

0$                        

(1)$                       

0$                        

Scenarios
(all scenarios at the 9% Level of Earnings)

(0)$                       

(0)$                       

At 120% of CPUC Goal
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ELECTRONIC MAIL OR U.S. MAIL 
 

I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the 

City and County of San Francisco; that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a party 

to the within cause; and that my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Law 

Department B30A, 77 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105. 

I am readily familiar with the business practice of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for 

collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service.  

In the ordinary course of business, correspondence is deposited with the United States Postal 

Service the same day it is submitted for mailing. 

On the 7th day of November, 2007, I served a true copy of: 

AMENDED PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 07-
09-043 BY PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 M), 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338 E), SAN 

DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902 M), AND 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904 G) 

 
[ X ]   By Electronic Mail – serving the enclosed via e-mail transmission to each of the parties 

listed on the official service list for R.06-04-010 et al. with an e-mail address. 
 
[ X ]   By U.S. Mail – by placing the enclosed for collection and mailing, in the course of 

ordinary business practice, with other correspondence of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, enclosed in a sealed envelope, with postage fully prepaid, addressed to all 
parties on the official service lists for R.06-04-010 et al. without an e-mail address. 

 

I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 

the foregoing is true and correct.    

Executed on this 7th day of November, 2007, at San Francisco, California.   

 
 

           /S/ 
       Linda S. Dannewitz 
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Downloaded November 7, 2007, last updated on November 6, 2007 

Commissioner Assigned: Dian Grueneich on April 17, 2006; ALJ Assigned: Kim Malcolm on February 1, 2007 
ALJ Assigned: Meg Gottstein on April 17, 2006; ALJ Assigned: Steven A. Weissman on July 11, 2006 

CPUC DOCKET NO.  R0604010 CPUC REV 11-06-07 
Total number of addressees:  267 

DR. HUGH (GIL) PEACH 
H GIL PEACH & ASSOCIATES LLC 
16232 NW OAKHILLS DRIVE 
BEAVERTON OR  97006    

Email:  hgilpeach@scanamerica.net 
Status:  INFORMATION  

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
517-B POTRERO AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94110       

Email:  CEM@newsdata.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720 
OAKLAND CA  94612       

Email:  mrw@mrwassoc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CASE ADMINISTRATION 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
LAW DEPARTMENT 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770

Email:  Case.Admin@sce.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MAHLON ALDRIDGE 
ECOLOGY ACTION, INC. 
PO BOX 1188 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95061       

Email:  emahlon@ecoact.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ROD AOKI ATTORNEY 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY ST,  STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  rsa@a-klaw.com 
Status:  PARTY 

DON ARAMBULA 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770

Email:  don.arambula@sce.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DANA ARMANINO CDA 
COUNTY OF MARIN 
3501 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE, RM 308 
SAN RAFAEL CA  94903       

Email:  darmanino@co.marin.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

HELEN ARRICK 
BUSINESS ENERGY COALITION 
MC B8R, PGE 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177-0001       

Email:  hxag@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ROCKY BACCHUS 
EP INCORPORATED 
6501 TARASCAS ST 
ELL PASO TX  79912       

FOR: EP Incorporated 
Email:  rockybacchus@gmail.com 
Status:  PARTY 

MICHAEL E. BACHAND PRESIDENT 
CALCERTS,, INC. 
31 NATOMA ST, STE 120 
FOLSOM CA  95630       

FOR: CALCERTS, INC. 
Email:  mike@calcerts.com 
Status:  PARTY 

MICHAEL BAKER VICE PRESIDENT 
SBW CONSULTING, INC. 
2820 NORTHUP WAY, STE 230 
BELLEVUE WA  98004       

Email:  mbaker@sbwconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SHARYN BARATA 
OPINION DYNAMICS CORPORATION 
28202 CABOT ROAD, STE 300 
LAGUNA NIGUEL CA  92677       

Email:  sbarata@opiniondynamics.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNIFER BARNES 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
MAIL CODE N7K 
245 MARKET ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  j5b2@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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CARMEN BASKETTE 
ENERNOC, INC. 
594 HOWARD ST, STE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105    

Email:  cbaskette@enernoc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

MARCIA W. BECK 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
MS 90-90R3027D 
1 CYCLOTRON ROAD 
BERKELEY CA  94720       

Email:  mwbeck@lbl.gov 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANNETTE BEITEL 
200 17TH ST 
WILMETTE IL  60091       

Email:  annette.beitel@gmail.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SYLVIA BENDER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  sbender@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

BRAD BERGMAN DIRECTOR 
INTERGY CORPORATION 
133 W. LEMON AVE. 
MONROVIA CA  91016

Email:  brad.bergman@intergycorp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JAY BHALLA PRINCIPAL 
INTERGY CORPORATION 
11875 DUBLIN BLVD., STE A201 
DUBLIN CA  94568       

Email:  jay.bhalla@intergycorp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TIMOTHYA. BLAIR 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       

Email:  tblair@mwdh2o.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BILLY BLATTNER CPUC RELATIONS MANAGER 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVE, STE 2060 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric and So. California Gas 
Company 

Email:  wblattner@semprautilities.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL BOCCADORO 
THE DOLPHIN GROUP 
925 L ST, STE 800 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

FOR: Inland Empire Utilities, Chino Basin Coalition, Santa 
Ana Watershed Project Authority 

Email:  mboccadoro@dolphingroup.org 
Status:  PARTY 

WILLIAM H. BOOTH ATTORNEY 
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH 
1500 NEWELL AVE, 5TH FLR 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94596       

FOR: California Large Enegy Consumers Association 
Email:  wbooth@booth-law.com 
Status:  PARTY 

CHRIS BROWN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION 
455 CAPITOL MALL, STE 703 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

FOR: California Urban Water Conservation 
Email:  chris@cuwcc.org 
Status:  PARTY 

KARL BROWN 
1333 BROADWAY, STE. 240 
OAKLAND CA  94612       

Email:  karl.brown@ucop.edu 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MISTI BRUCERI 
1521 I ST 
NAPA CA  94559

Email:  mistib@comcast.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SARAH BUCHWALTER 
ICF INTERNATIONAL 
394 PACIFIC AVE., 2ND FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       

Email:  sbuchwalter@icfi.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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ROBERT E. BURT 
INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN. 
4153 NORTHGATE BLVD., NO.6 
SACRAMENTO CA  95834    

FOR: Insulation Contractors Assn. 
Email:  bburt@macnexus.org 
Status:  PARTY  

PETER CANESSA 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FRESNO 
1211 CHAPARRAL CIRCLE 
SAN LUIS OBISPO CA  93401       

FOR: CSUF 
Email:  pcanessa@charter.net 
Status:  PARTY 

LAUREN CASENTINI 
RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP, INC. 
711 MAIN ST 
HALF MOON BAY CA  94019       

Email:  lcasentini@rsgrp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ALISON TEN CATE 
RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP 
711 MAIN ST 
HALF MOON BAY CA  94019       

Email:  atencate@rsgrp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JOHN CAVALLI 
ITRON, INC. 
1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

Email:  john.cavalli@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JOHN CELONA 
505 VISTA AVE 
SAN CARLOS CA  94070       

Email:  jcelona@sbcglobal.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

AUDREY CHANG STAFF SCIENTIST 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

FOR: Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 
Email:  achang@nrdc.org 
Status:  PARTY 

GREG CHANG 
BLOOMBERG NEWS 
345 CALIFORNIA ST., STE 3500 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  gchang1@bloomberg.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL CHENG 
2723 HARLAND COURT 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94598       

Email:  michael.cheng@paconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

KRISTA CLARK 
ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES 
910 K ST, STE 100 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814-3577       

FOR: Association of California Water Agencies 
Email:  kristac@acwa.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JOHN M. CLARKSON 
HEAT PROJECT UK 
ENACT ENERGY 
FREEPOST NATW1078 
TOLVADDON UK  TR14 0HX      UNITED KINGDOM 

Email:  john@enactenergy.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Jeanne Clinton 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4002 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  cln@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

FRED COITO 
KEMA INC 
492 NINTH ST., STE 220 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

Email:  fred.coito@kema.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CHERYL COLLART 
VENTURA COUNTY REGIONAL ENERGY ALLIANCE 
1000 SOUTH HILL ROAD, STE. 230 
VENTURA CA  93003       

Email:  cheryl.collart@ventura.org
Status:  INFORMATION 
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THOMAS P. CONLON PRESIDENT 
GEOPRAXIS 
PO BOX 5 
SONOMA CA  95476-0005    

Email:  tconlon@geopraxis.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

GRANT COOKE VICE PRESIDENT 
INTERGY CORPORATION 
11875 DUBLIN BLVD, STE A201 
DUBLIN CA  94568       

Email:  grant.cooke@intergycorp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

LARRY R. COPE ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770

FOR: Southern California Edison 
Email:  larry.cope@sce.com 
Status:  PARTY 

Cheryl Cox 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

FOR: DRA 
Email:  cxc@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

THOMAS S. CROOKS DIRECTOR 
MCR PERFORMANCE SOLUTIONS 
1020 SUNCAST LANE, STE 108 
EL DORADO HILLS CA  95672       

FOR: MCR Performance Solutions 
Email:  tcrooks@mcr-group.com 
Status:  PARTY 

Fred L. Curry 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WATER ADVISORY BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 3106 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  flc@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CHIARA D'AMORE 
ICF INTERNATIONAL 
14724 VENTURA BLVD. 
SHERMAN OAKS CA  91403       

Email:  cdamore@icfi.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Tim G. Drew 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  zap@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KIRBY DUSEL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       

Email:  kdusel@navigantconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TOM ECKHART 
CAL - UCONS, INC. 
10612 NE 46TH ST 
KIRKLAND WA  98033       

FOR: CAL-UCONS, INC. 
Email:  tom@ucons.com 
Status:  PARTY 

SHAUN ELLIS 
2183 UNION ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       

Email:  sellis@fypower.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

LEE ERIC SR. ENGINEER 
DAVIS ENERGY GROUP 
123 C ST 
DAVIS CA  95616

FOR: Davis Energy Group 
Status:  PARTY 

RICHARD ESTEVES 
SESCO, INC. 
77 YACHT CLUB DRIVE 
LAKE HOPATCONG NJ  7849       

FOR: SESCO 
Email:  sesco@optonline.net 
Status:  PARTY 

LARA ETTENSON SUSTAINABLE ENERGY FELLOW 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

FOR: NRDC 
Email:  lettenson@nrdc.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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CENTRAL FILES 
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31E 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123    

Email:  centralfiles@semprautilities.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

BENJAMIN FINKELOR PROGRAM MANAGER 
UC DAVIS ENEGY EFFICIENCY CENTER 
1 SHIELDS AVE 
DAVIS CA  95616

Email:  bmfinkelor@ucdavis.edu 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JIM FLANAGAN 
JAMES FLANAGAN ASSOCIATES 
124 LOWER TERRACE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94114       

Email:  jimflanagan4@mac.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TED FLANIGAN PRESIDENT 
ECOMOTION - THE POWER OF THE INCREMENT 
1537 BARRANCA PARKWAY, STE F-104 
IRVINE CA  92618

Email:  TFlanigan@EcoMotion.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Cathleen A. Fogel 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  cf1@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Hazlyn Fortune 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5303 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  hcf@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KEVIN FOX 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
ONE MARKET ST, SPEAR TOWER, 3300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  kfox@wsgr.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

RICHARD FOX DIRECTOR 
INTERGY CORPORATION 
11875 DUBLIN BLVD, STE A201 
DUBLIN CA  94568       

Email:  rfox@intergycorp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

RAFAEL FRIEDMANN SUPERVISOR CUSTOMER 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177-0001       

Email:  rafi@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TERRY M. FRY 
NEXANT, INC. 
101 SECOND ST, 10TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  tmfry@nexant.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

NORMAN J. FURUTA ATTORNEY 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., STE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103-1399       

Email:  norman.furuta@navy.mil 
Status:  INFORMATION 

David M. Gamson 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5019 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  dmg@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

NIKHIL GANDHI 
STRATEGIC ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
17 WILLIS HOLDEN DRIVE 
ACTON MA  1720       

Email:  gandhi.nikhil@verizon.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

E.V. (AL) GARCIA 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST. MS 42 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

FOR: California Energy Commission 
Email:  agarcia@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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DAN GEIS 
THE DOLPHIN GROUP 
925 L ST, STE 800 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814    

FOR: Inland Empries Utilities Agency 
Email:  dgeis@dolphingroup.org 
Status:  INFORMATION  

BARBARA GEORGE 
WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS 
PO BOX  548 
FAIRFAX CA  94978       

FOR: Women's Energy Matters (WEM) 
Email:  wem@igc.org 
Status:  PARTY 

ROBERT GILLESKIE 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       

FOR: California Center for Sustainable Energy 
Email:  robert.gilleskie@energycenter.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DONALD GILLIGAN PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATON OF ENERGY SERVICE 
610 MOUNTAIN ST 
SHARON MA  2067

Email:  donaldgilligan@comcast.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNY GLUZGOLD 
PACIFIC GAS  & ELECTRIC CO. 
77 BEALE ST, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  yxg4@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ASHISH GOEL FOUNDER AND COO 
INTERGY CORPORATION 
11875 DUBLIN BLVD, STE A201 
DUBLIN CA  94568       

Email:  ashish.goel@intergycorp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANDY GOETT 
PA CONSULTING GROUP 
425 MARKET ST, 22ND FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  andy.goett@paconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

HAYLEY GOODSON ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: TURN 
Email:  hayley@turn.org 
Status:  PARTY 

DAVID L. GORDON PROGRAM MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  62123       

FOR: California Center for Sustainable Energy 
Email:  david.gordon@energycenter.org 
Status:  PARTY 

Meg Gottstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 2106 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  meg@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MEG GOTTSTEIN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL ST 
VOLCANO CA  95689       

Email:  gottstein@volcano.net 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KRISTEN GRENFELL 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  kgrenfell@nrdc.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

AMELIA GULKIS 
ENSAVE, INC. 
65 MILLER ST, STE 105 
RICHMOND VT  5477       

Email:  ameliag@ensave.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DALE A. GUSTAVSON GENERAL MANAGER 
BETTER BUILDINGS INTERACTIVE, LLC. 
31 E MACARTHUR CRES APT B314 
SANTA ANA CA  92707-5936       

Email:  dale@betterbuildings.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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NICK HALL 
TECMARKET WORKS 
165 WEST NETHERWOOD ROAD, 2/F, STE A 
OREGON WI  53575    

Email:  nphall@tecmarket.net 
Status:  INFORMATION  

STEPHEN F. HALL SENIOR CONSULTANT 
WILLIS ENERGY SERVICES LTD. 
500 - 885 DUNSMUIR ST 
VANCOUVER BC  V6C 1N5      CANADA 

Email:  shall@willisenergy.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

GERRY HAMILTON SENIOR ASSOCIATE 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAYFAYETTE CA  94549       

Email:  ghamilton@gepllc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TOM HAMILTON MANAGING PARTNER 
ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES 
321 MESA LILA RD 
GLENDALE CA  91208       

Email:  THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT W. HAMMON PRINCIPAL 
CONSOL
7407 TAM OSHANTER DRIVE 
STOCKTON CA  95210-3370       

Email:  Rob@ConSol.ws 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Mikhail Haramati 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  mkh@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

RACHEL HARCHARIK 
ITRON, INC. 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       

Email:  rachel.harcharik@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MOLLY HARCOS 
RUNYON, SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC. 
1 CAPITOL MALL, STE 400 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  mharcos@rs-e.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Katherine Hardy 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  keh@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MERRILEE HARRIGAN DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION 
ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY 
SUITE 600 
1850 M. ST NW, STE 600 
WASHINGTON DC  20036       

FOR: Alliance to Save Energy 
Email:  mharrigan@ase.org 
Status:  PARTY 

LYNN HAUG 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95816       

FOR: Dept. of General Services/Energy Policy Advisory 
Committee

Email:  lmh@eslawfirm.com 
Status:  PARTY 

MARCEL HAWIGER ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: TURN 
Email:  marcel@turn.org 
Status:  PARTY 

ELAINE HEBERT 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS-42 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  ehebert@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN HEDMAN VICE PRESIDENT 
QUANTEC, LLC 
720 SW WASHINGTON ST, STE 400 
PORTLAND OR  97205       

Email:  brian.hedman@quantecllc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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JEFFREY HELLER FAIA - PRESIDENT 
HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS 
221 MAIN ST, STE 940 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94044    

FOR: Heller Manus Architects 
Email:  JeffreyH@hellermanus.com 
Status:  PARTY  

NORA HERNANDEZ 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES-INTERNAL SERVICES 
1100 N. EASTERN AVE 
LOS ANGELES CA  90063       

Email:  nhernandez@isd.co.la.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DENNIS J. HERRERA CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON GOODLET PLAZA 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: The City and County of San Francisco 
Status:  PARTY 

CATHY HIGGINS PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
NEW BUILDINGS INSTITUTE 
142 E. JEWETT 
WHITE SALMON WA  98672       

FOR: New Buildings Institute 
Email:  higgins@newbuildings.org 
Status:  PARTY 

JEFF HIRSCH 
JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES 
12185 PRESILLA ROAD 
CAMARILLO CA  93012-9243       

Email:  Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

J. ANDREW HOERNER 
REDEFINING PROGRESS 
1904 FRANKLIN ST 
OAKLAND CA  94612       

FOR: Redefining Progress 
Email:  hoerner@redefiningprogress.org 
Status:  PARTY 

JENNIFER HOLMES 
ITRON INC. 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       

Email:  jennifer.holmes@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BOB HONDEVILLE 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       

Email:  bobho@mid.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BARRY HOOPER 
CITY OF SAN JOSE 
10TH FLOOR 
200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST. 
SAN JOSE CA  95113-1905       

Email:  barry.hooper@sanjoseca.gov 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Edward Howard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  trh@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MARSHALL B. HUNT PROGRAMS DIRECTOR 
WESTERN COOLING EFFICIENCY CENTER 
UC DAVIS 
1554 DREW AVE 
DAVIS CA  95616-4632       

Email:  mbhunt@ucdavis.edu 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TAMLYN M. HUNT ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2/F 
SANTA BARBARA CA  93101       

FOR: Community Environmental Council 
Email:  thunt@cecmail.org 
Status:  PARTY 

Judith Ikle 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4012 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  jci@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MWIRIGI IMUNGI 
THE ENERGY COALITION 
15615 ALTON PARKWAY, STE 245 
IRVINE CA  92618

FOR: The Energy Coalition 
Status:  PARTY 
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PETER C. JACOBS 
BUILDING METRICS INC. 
2540 FRONTIER AVE. STE 100 
BOULDER CO  80301    

Email:  pjacobs@buildingmetrics.biz 
Status:  INFORMATION  

NANCY JENKINS, P.E. MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST MS-43 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

LOURDES JIMENEZ-PRICE OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
6201 S ST, MS B406 
SACRAMENTO CA  95817-1899       

FOR: SMUD 
Email:  ljimene@smud.org 
Status:  PARTY 

KATIE SHULTE JOUNG 
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION 
455 CAPITOL MALL, STE 703 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  katie@cuwcc.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

KURT J. KAMMERER 
K. J. KAMMERER & ASSOCIATES 
PO BOX 60738 
SAN DIEGO CA  92166-8738       

Email:  kjk@kjkammerer.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ALEX KANG 
ITRON, INC. 
1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

Email:  alex.kang@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Shayle Kann 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5021 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  sk2@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ROBERT KASMAN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
245 MARKET STYREET, RM 656B 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105-1702       

Email:  rekl@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANN KELLY DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
11 GROVE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

Email:  ann.kelly@sfgov.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BILL KELLY CORRESPONDENT 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT 
PO BOX 1022 
SOUTH PASADENA CA  91031       

Email:  southlandreports@earthlink.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

M. SAMI KHAWAJA, PH.D 
QUANTEC, LLC 
SUITE 400 
720 SW WASHINGTON ST 
PORTLAND OR  97205       

Email:  Sami.Khawaja@quantecllc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

NANCY KIRSHNER-RODRIGUEZ CONSULTING 
DEPARTMENT MANAGER 
CONSOL
7407 TAM O SHANTER DRIVE 
STOCKTON CA  95210-3370       

Email:  NancyKRod@conSol.ws 
Status:  INFORMATION 

GARY KLEIN 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  gklein@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

ROBERT L. KNIGHT 
BEVILACQUA-KNIGHT INC 
1000 BROADWAY, STE 410 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

FOR: BEVILACQUA-KNIGHT INC/ California building 
Performance Contractor's Assn. 

Email:  rknight@bki.com 
Status:  PARTY 
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JOHN KOTOWSKI CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAFAYETTE CA  94549    

FOR: Global Energy Partners, LLC 
Email:  jak@gepllc.com 
Status:  PARTY  

GERALD LAHR 
ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS 
101 8TH ST 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

FOR: ABAG 
Email:  jerryl@abag.ca.gov 
Status:  PARTY 

Peter Lai 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
320 WEST 4TH ST STE 500 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       

Email:  ppl@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Jean A. Lamming 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  jl2@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOHN LAUN 
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC. 
1220 ROSECRANS ST., STE 308 
SAN DIEGO CA  92106       

Email:  jlaun@apogee.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SANDY LAWRIE 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, MC B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  slda@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

FOR: DRA 
Email:  dil@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  PARTY 

STEVEN LEHTONEN 
PLUMBING, HEATING, COOLING CONTRACTORS 
4153 NORTHGATE BLVD., NO. 6 
SACRAMENTO CA  95834-1218       

Email:  sjameslehtonen@yahoo.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

KAE LEWIS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516  9TH ST, MS 22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  klewis@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MALCOLM LEWIS PRESIDENT 
CTG ENERGETICS, INC. 
16 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, STE 109 
IRVINE CA  92618

FOR: CTG Energetics, Inc. 
Email:  mlewis@ctg-net.com 
Status:  PARTY 

DONALD C. LIDDELL ATTORNEY 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVE 
SAN DIEGO CA  92103       

FOR: California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition/ Ice Energy 
Inc.

Email:  liddell@energyattorney.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JODY LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND CA  94609       

FOR: County of Los Angeles, Internal Services 
Department/The Local Government Sustainable 
EnergyCoalition 

Email:  jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
Status:  PARTY 

MARIANN LONG ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER 
UTILITIES JOINT SERVICES 
201 S. ANAHEIM BLVD., NO. 101 
ANAHEIM CA  92805

Email:  mlong@anaheim.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JAY LUBOFF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       

Email:  J1Ly@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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DIANA MAHMUD ATTORNEY 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTH 
PO BOX 54153 
LOS ANGELES CA  90054-0153    

FOR: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Email:  dmahmud@mwdh2o.com 
Status:  PARTY  

DOUGLAS E. MAHONE 
HESCHONG MAHONE GROUP 
11626 FAIR OAKS BLVD., 302 
FAIR OAKS CA  95628       

Email:  dmahone@h-m-g.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Kim Malcolm 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5005 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  kim@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

BILL MARCUS 
JBS ENERGY 
311 D ST, STE. A 
WEST SACRAMENTO CA  95605       

FOR: The Utility Reform Network 
Email:  bill@jbsenergy.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JILL MARVER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, N7K 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       

Email:  jkz1@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUCE MAST 
BUILD IT GREEN 
1434 UNIVERSITY AVE 
BERKELEY CA  94702       

Email:  Bruce@BuildItGreen.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANDREW MCALLISTER DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       

FOR: California Center for Sustainable Energy 
Email:  andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org 
Status:  PARTY 

RICHARD MCCANN 
M.CUBED
2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, STE 3 
DAVIS CA  95616

Email:  rmccann@umich.edu 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANN L. MCCORMICK, P.E. PRINCIPAL 
NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK 
201 MISSION ST, STE 2010 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  ann_mccormick@newcomb.cc 
Status:  INFORMATION 

KEITH R. MCCREA ATTORNEY 
SUTHERLAND ASBILL & BRENNAN LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE, NW 
WASHINGTON DC  20004       

FOR: California Manufacturers & Technology Association 
Email:  keith.mccrea@sablaw.com 
Status:  PARTY 

WILLIAM P. MCDONNELL 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       

Email:  bmcdonnell@mwdh2o.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MELISSA MCGUIRE 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING LLC 
1722 14TH ST, STE 230 
BOULDER CO  80302       

Email:  mmcguire@summitblue.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

WALTER MCGUIRE 
EFFICIENCY PARTNERSHIP 
2962 FILLMORE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       

Email:  wmcguire@fypower.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L ST, STE 1270 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  mclaughlin@braunlegal.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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ROSEMARY MCMAHILL DIRECTOR - REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS
CURRENT GROUP LLC 
2500 STECK AVE. NO. 35 
AUSTIN TX  78757    

Email:  rmcmahill@currentgroup.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

DON MEEK ATTORNEY 
10949 SW 4TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       

FOR: Women's Energy Matters 
Status:  PARTY 

ELENA MELLO 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO NV  89520

Email:  emello@sppc.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHAEL MESSENGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  Mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

PETER MILLER CONSULTANT 
1834 DELAWARE ST 
BERKELEY CA  94703       

Email:  p.miller@earthlink.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

WILLIAM C. MILLER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       

Email:  wcm2@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

KAREN NORENE MILLS ATTORNEY 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO CA  95833       

FOR: California Farm Bureau Federation 
Email:  kmills@cfbf.com 
Status:  PARTY 

CYNTHIA K. MITCHELL 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO NV  89503

FOR: TURN 
Email:  ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net 
Status:  PARTY 

STEPHEN A. S. MORRISON ATTORNEY 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY HALL. STE 234 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: City & County of San Francisco 
Email:  stephen.morrison@sfgov.org 
Status:  PARTY 

ROBERT MOWRIS, P.E. 
ROBERT MOWRIS & ASSOCIATES 
PO BOX 2141 
OLYMPIC VALLEY CA  96145       

Email:  rmowris@earthlink.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SUSAN MUNVES ENERGY AND GREEN BLDG. PROG. 
ADMIN.
CITY OF SANTA MONICA 
1212 5TH ST, FIRST FLR 
SANTA MONICA CA  90401       

Email:  susan.munves@smgov.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TERRY L. MURRAY 
MURRAY & CRATTY 
8627 THORS BAY ROAD 
EL CERRITO CA  94530       

Email:  tlmurray@earthlink.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SARA STECK MYERS ATTORNEY 
122  28TH AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94121       

FOR: Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Technologies (CEERT) 

Email:  ssmyers@att.net 
Status:  PARTY 

CRYSTAL NEEDHAM SENIOR DIRECTOR, COUNSEL 
EDISON MISSION ENERGY 
18101 VON KARMAN AVE., STE 1700 
IRVINE DC  92612-1046       

Email:  cneedham@edisonmission.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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ROB NEENAN 
CALIFORNIA LEAGUE OF FOOD PROCESSORS 
1755 CREEKSIDE OAKS DRIVE, STE 250 
SACRAMENTO CA  95833    

FOR: California League of Food Processors 
Email:  rob@clfp.com 
Status:  PARTY  

DAVID NEMTZOW 
1254 9TH ST, NO. 6 
SANTA MONICA CA  90401       

Email:  david@nemtzow.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANNE ARQUIT NIEDERBERGER 
POLICY SOLUTIONS 
333 RIVER ST, NO. 1228 
HOBOKEN NJ  7030

Status:  INFORMATION 

SEPHRA A. NINOW POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       

Email:  sephra.ninow@energycenter.org 
Status:  PARTY 

RITA NORTON 
RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE, 
LOS GATOS CA  95030       

Email:  rita@ritanortonconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

PAUL NOTTI 
HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS 
6336 SE MILWAUKIE AVE. 11 
PORTLAND OR  97202       

Email:  paul.notti@honeywell.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CHONDA J. NWAMU ATTORNEY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric 
Email:  cjn3@pge.com 
Status:  PARTY 

SUSAN O'BRIEN 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, STE. 501 
SAN JOSE CA  95113

Email:  sobrien@mccarthylaw.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CLAUDIA ORLANDO 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST. MS 25 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  Corlando@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ED OSANN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIF. URBAN WATER CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
1001 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW. STE 801 
WASHINGTON DC  20036       

Email:  eosann@starpower.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Ayat E. Osman 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  aeo@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

DIANA PAPE 
ICF INTERNATIONAL 
14724 VENTURA BLVD. 
SHERMAN OAKS CA  91403       

Email:  dpape@icfi.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670-6078       

Email:  lpark@navigantconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

EILEEN PARKER 
QUEST
2001 ADDISON ST, STE. 300 
BERKELEY CA  94704       

FOR: Quantum Energy Services & Technologies, Inc. 
Status:  PARTY 
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JIM PARKS 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DIST. 
6301 S ST, A204 
SACRAMENTO CA  95852-1830    

Email:  jparks@smud.org 
Status:  PARTY  

STEVEN D. PATRICK 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
555 WEST FIFTH ST, STE 1400 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013-1011       

FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern 
California Gas Company 

Email:  spatrick@sempra.com 
Status:  PARTY 

Lisa Paulo 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  lp1@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CARL PECHMAN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       

Email:  cpechman@powereconomics.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CARLOS F. PENA 
SEMPRA ENERGY LAW DEPARTMENT 
101 ASH ST HQ12 
SAN DIEGO CA  92101       

FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric/SoCal Gas 
Email:  cfpena@sempra.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JANE S. PETERS, PH.D. 
RESEARCH INTO ACTION, INC. 
PO BOX 12312 
PORTLAND OR  97212       

Email:  janep@researchintoaction.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ANN PETERSON 
ITRON, INC. 
1111 BROADWAY, STE 1800 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

Email:  Ann.Peterson@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ELLEN PETRILL DIRECTOR, PUBLIC/PRIVATE 
PARTNERSHIPS 
ELECTRIC POWER RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
3420 HILLVIEW AVE 
PALO ALTO CA  94304       

Email:  epetrill@epri.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DAVID R. PETTIJOHN MANAGER, WATER RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT 
LOS ANGELES DEPT.OF WATER & POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE ST, ROMM 1460 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       

Email:  David.Pettijohn@ladwp.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CLARK PIERCE 
LANDIS+GYR 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
246WINDING WAY 
STRAFORD NJ  8084       

Email:  Clark.Pierce@us.landisgyr.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

EDWARD G. POOLE ATTORNEY 
ANDERSON & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA ST, STE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94108-2818       

FOR: California Independent Petroleum Association 
Email:  epoole@adplaw.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNIFER PORTER POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       

Email:  jennifer.porter@energycenter.org 
Status:  PARTY 

Anne W. Premo 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
RATEMAKING BRANCH 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  awp@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOHN PROCTOR PRESIDENT 
PROCTOR ENGINEERING GROUP 
418 MISSION AVE 
SAN RAFAEL CA  94901       

FOR: Proctor Engineering Group, Ltd. 
Email:  john@proctoreng.com 
Status:  PARTY 
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SHILPA RAMALYA 
77 BEALE ST, MAIL CODE N6G 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105    

Email:  SRRd@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

BOB RAMIREZ 
ITRON, INC. (CONSULTING & ANALYSIS DIV.) 
11236 EL CAMINO REAL 
SAN DIEGO CA  92130       

Email:  bob.ramirez@itron.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT J. REINHARD 
MORRISON AND FOERSTER 
425 MARKET ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105-2482       

Email:  rreinhard@mofo.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

WHITNEY RICHARDSON 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC 
77 BEALE ST, MCB9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  WKR4@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Thomas Roberts 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  tcr@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

CYNTHIA ROGERS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  crogers@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

TIM ROSENFELD 
131 CAMINO ALTO, STE D 
MILL VALLEY CA  94941       

FOR: Marin Energy Management Team 
Email:  tim@marinemt.org 
Status:  PARTY 

JAMES ROSS 
RCS, INC. 
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, STE 320 
CHESTERFIELD MO  63017       

Email:  jimross@r-c-s-inc.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JILL RUGANI 
RUNYON SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC. 
ONE CAPITOL MALL, STE 400 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  jrugani@rs-e.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

HANK RYAN 
SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA 
750 47TH AVE., 56 
CAPITOLA CA  95010       

FOR: Small Business California 
Email:  hryan@smallbusinesscalifornia.org 
Status:  PARTY 

RICHARD SAPUDAR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  rsapudar@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Don Schultz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
770 L ST, STE 1050 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

FOR: DRA 
Email:  dks@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

PETER M. SCHWARTZ ATTORNEY 
PETER SCHWARTZ & ASSOCIATES, LLC 
381 CHAPMAN DRIVE 
CORTE MADERA CA  94925       

FOR: Peter M. Schwartz 
Email:  pmschwartz@sbcglobal.net 
Status:  PARTY 

JUDI G. SCHWEITZER 
SCHWEITZER AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
25422 TRABUCO ROAD, STE.105-P 
LAKE FOREST CA  92630

Email:  judi.schweitzer@post.harvard.edu 
Status:  PARTY 
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CHRIS SCRUTON 
8690 CALVINE RD. 
SACRAMENTO CA  95828    

FOR: Chris Scruton 
Email:  cscruton@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  PARTY  

SAM SIRKIN 
6908 SW 37TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       

Email:  samsirkin@cs.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JON W. SLANGERUP 
CLEAREDGE POWER CORPORATION 
258 HIGH ST, STE 100 
PALO ALTO CA  94301       

FOR: ClearEdge Power Corporation 
Email:  js@clearedgepower.com 
Status:  PARTY 

GAIL L. SLOCUM 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ROOM 3151 
77 BEALE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       

FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Email:  glsg@pge.com 
Status:  PARTY 

BRUCE T. SMITH 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, RM 965, B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       

Email:  bts1@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JEANNE M. SOLE DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 234 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       

FOR: City and County of San Francisco 
Email:  jeanne.sole@sfgov.org 
Status:  PARTY 

RICHARD T. SPERBERG 
ONSITE ENERGY CORPORATION 
2701 LOKER AVE WEST, STE 107 
CARLSBAD CA  92010       

Email:  rsperberg@onsitenergy.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JAMES SQUERI ATTORNEY 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREYLLP 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       

FOR: CBIAA/CAA 
Email:  jsqueri@gmssr.com 
Status:  PARTY 

JAMES STACK 
FREEMAN, SULLIVAN & CO. 
101 MONTGOMERY ST. 15TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  jamesstack@fscgroup.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

GREY STAPLES 
THE MENDOTA GROUP, LLC 
1830 FARO LANE 
SAINT PAUL MN  55118       

Email:  gstaples@mendotagroup.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Joyce Steingass 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
WATER BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4104 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  jws@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

IRENE M. STILLINGS EXECUTVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE. 100 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       

Email:  irene.stillings@energycenter.org 
Status:  PARTY 

G. PATRICK STONER 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
1303 J ST, STE 250 
SACRAMENTO CA  95816       

Email:  pstoner@lgc.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MATT SULLIVAN 
NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK 
201 MISSION ST., STE 2010 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

Email:  matt_sullivan@newcomb.cc 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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MARY SUTTER 
EQUIPOISE CONSULTING INC. 
2415 ROOSEVELT DRIVE 
ALAMEDA CA  94501-6238    

Email:  Mary@EquipoiseConsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  

KENNY SWAIN 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       

Email:  kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

MICHELE SWANSON 
SOUTH BAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
3868 CARSON ST, STE 110 
TORRANCE CA  90503       

FOR: South Bay Energy Savings Center 
Email:  michele@sbesc.com 
Status:  PARTY 

Jeorge S. Tagnipes 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  jst@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Christine S. Tam 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

FOR: DRA 
Email:  tam@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

REMI TAN AP - ARCHITECT 
HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS 
221 MAIN ST, STE 940 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94044       

Email:  RemiT@hellermanus.com 
Status:  PARTY 

Zenaida G. Tapawan-Conway 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  ztc@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

FRANK TENG ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY 
ASSOCIATE 
SILICON VALLEY LEADERSHIP GROUP 
224 AIRPORT PARKWAY, STE 620 
SAN JOSE CA  95110

FOR: Silicon Valley Leadership Group. 
Email:  fteng@svlg.net 
Status:  PARTY 

GENE THOMAS 
ECOLOGY ACTION 
211 RIVER ST 
SANTA CRUZ CA  95060       

Email:  gthomas@ecoact.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

PATRICIA THOMPSON 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94597       

Email:  pthompson@summitblue.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNIFER THORNE AMANN 
AMER. CNCL FOR AN ENERGY EFFICIENT ECON. 
1001 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW NO. 801 
WASHINGTON DC  20036       

Email:  jthornemann@aceee.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JO TIFFANY 
ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY 
717 WASHINGTON ST, STE. 210 
OAKLAND CA  94607       

Email:  jtiffany@ase.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE CA  95678-6420       

Email:  scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

THOMAS L. TRIMBERGER CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL 
CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA 
2729 PROSPECT PARK DRIVE 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       

Status:  INFORMATION 
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GREG TROPSA PRESIDENT 
ICE ENERGY, INC. 
9351 EASTMAN PARK DRIVE, UNIT B 
WINDSOR CO  80550    

FOR: Ice Energy Inc. 
Email:  gtropsa@ice-energy.com 
Status:  PARTY  

MARY TUCKER SUPERVISING ENVIRONMENTAL SER. 
DEPART 
CITY OF SAN JOSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST., 10TH FLR. 
SAN JOSE CA  95113-1905       

Email:  Mary.Tucker@sanjoseca.gov 
Status:  INFORMATION 

CRAIG TYLER 
TYLER & ASSOCIATES 
2760 SHASTA ROAD 
BERKELEY CA  94708       

Email:  craigtyler@comcast.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

BELEN VALENCIA 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS 22 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  bvalenci@energy.state.ca.us 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Christopher R Villarreal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  crv@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

EDWARD VINE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
BUILDING 90R4000 
BERKELEY CA  94720       

Email:  elvine@lbl.gov 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DEVRA WANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  dwang@nrdc.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ERIC WANLESS 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       

Email:  ewanless@nrdc.org 
Status:  PARTY 

JOY A. WARREN ATTORNEY 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH ST 
MODESTO CA  95354       

Email:  joyw@mid.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

TORY S. WEBER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770

Email:  tory.weber@sce.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JAMES WEIL DIRECTOR 
AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE 
PO BOX 37 
COOL CA  95614

Email:  jweil@aglet.org 
Status:  PARTY 

LISA WEINZIMER ASSOCIATE EDITOR 
PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL 
695 NINTH AVE, NO. 2 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94118       

Email:  lisa_weinzimer@platts.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Steven A. Weissman 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5107 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  saw@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Pamela Wellner 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  pw1@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 
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SCOTT WENTWORTH 
CITY OF OAKLAND 
7101 EDGEWATER DRIVE, NO. 2 
OAKLAND CA  94621    

FOR: City of Oakland 
Email:  swentworth@oaklandnet.com 
Status:  PARTY  

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III ATTORNEY 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

FOR: Sierra Pacific Power Company 
Email:  www@eslawfirm.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

Michael Wheeler 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  mmw@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN ATTORNEY 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP 
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111       

Email:  jwiedman@goodinmacbride.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

ROBERT C. WILKINSON DIRECTOR, WATER POLICY 
PROGRAM
4426 BREN BUILDING 
SANTA BARBARA CA  93106       

Email:  wilkinson@es.ucsb.edu 
Status:  PARTY 

Sean Wilson 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 3-C 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       

Email:  smw@cpuc.ca.gov 
Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

KAREN W. WONG ENERGY PROGRAMS ADVISOR 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 W. 5TH ST, GT28A4 
LOS ANGELES CA  90013       

Email:  kwong@semprautilities.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

SHIRLEY A. WOO ATTORNEY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, MC B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       

FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Email:  SAW0@pge.com 
Status:  PARTY 

ANDREW W. WOOD ENERGY EFFICIENCY ENGINEER 
HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS 
353 A VINTAGE PARK DRIVE 
FOSTER CITY CA  94404       

Email:  andrew.wood3@honeywell.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

DON WOOD 
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER 
4539 LEE AVE 
LA MESA CA  91941

Email:  dwood8@cox.net 
Status:  INFORMATION 

VIKKI WOOD 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
6301 S ST, MS A204 
SACRAMENTO CA  95817-1899       

Email:  vwood@smud.org 
Status:  INFORMATION 

JOSEPHINE WU 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94177       

Email:  jwwd@pge.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 

PAUL WUEBBEN 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DIST 
21865 COPLEY DRIVE 
DIAMOND BAR CA  91765-4178       

FOR: South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Email:  pwuebben@aqmd.gov 
Status:  PARTY 

JUSTIN C. WYNNE 
BRAU & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L ST, STE 1270 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       

Email:  wynne@braunlegal.com 
Status:  INFORMATION 
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JOY C. YAMAGATA 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT 
SAN DIEGO CA  91910    

Email:  jyamagata@semprautilities.com 
Status:  INFORMATION  
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Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine the 
Commission’s post-2005 Energy Efficiency Policies, 
Programs, Evaluation, Measurement and Verification, 
and Related Issues. 

Rulemaking 06-04-010 
(Filed April 13, 2006)

achang@nrdc.org;aeo@cpuc.ca.gov;agarcia@energy.state.ca.us;alex.kang@itron.com;ameliag@ensave
.com;andrew.mcallister@energycenter.org;andrew.wood3@honeywell.com;andy.goett@paconsulting.co
m;ann.kelly@sfgov.org;Ann.Peterson@itron.com;ann_mccormick@newcomb.cc;annette.beitel@gmail.co
m;ashish.goel@intergycorp.com;atencate@rsgrp.com;awp@cpuc.ca.gov;barry.hooper@sanjoseca.gov;b
burt@macnexus.org;bill@jbsenergy.com;bmcdonnell@mwdh2o.com;bmfinkelor@ucdavis.edu;bob.ramire
z@itron.com;bobho@mid.org;brad.bergman@intergycorp.com;brian.hedman@quantecllc.com;Bruce@B
uildItGreen.org;bts1@pge.com;bvalenci@energy.state.ca.us;Case.Admin@sce.com;cbaskette@enernoc.
com;cdamore@icfi.com;CEM@newsdata.com;centralfiles@semprautilities.com;cf1@cpuc.ca.gov;cfpena
@sempra.com;cheryl.collart@ventura.org;chris@cuwcc.org;cjn3@pge.com;ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net;Cl
ark.Pierce@us.landisgyr.com;cln@cpuc.ca.gov;cneedham@edisonmission.com;Corlando@energy.state.
ca.us;cpechman@powereconomics.com;craigtyler@comcast.net;crogers@energy.state.ca.us;crv@cpuc.
ca.gov;cscruton@energy.state.ca.us;cxc@cpuc.ca.gov;dale@betterbuildings.com;darmanino@co.marin.
ca.us;david.gordon@energycenter.org;David.Pettijohn@ladwp.com;david@nemtzow.com;dgeis@dolphin
group.org;dil@cpuc.ca.gov;dks@cpuc.ca.gov;dmahmud@mwdh2o.com;dmahone@h-m-
g.com;dmg@cpuc.ca.gov;don.arambula@sce.com;donaldgilligan@comcast.net;dpape@icfi.com;dwang
@nrdc.org;dwood8@cox.net;ehebert@energy.state.ca.us;elvine@lbl.gov;emahlon@ecoact.org;emello@
sppc.com;eosann@starpower.net;epetrill@epri.com;epoole@adplaw.com;ewanless@nrdc.org;flc@cpuc.
ca.gov;fred.coito@kema.com;fteng@svlg.net;gandhi.nikhil@verizon.net;gchang1@bloomberg.net;ghamilt
on@gepllc.com;gklein@energy.state.ca.us;glsg@pge.com;gottstein@volcano.net;grant.cooke@intergyco
rp.com;gstaples@mendotagroup.net;gthomas@ecoact.org;gtropsa@ice-
energy.com;hayley@turn.org;hcf@cpuc.ca.gov;hgilpeach@scanamerica.net;higgins@newbuildings.org;h
oerner@redefiningprogress.org;hryan@smallbusinesscalifornia.org;hxag@pge.com;irene.stillings@energ
ycenter.org;J1Ly@pge.com;j5b2@pge.com;jak@gepllc.com;jamesstack@fscgroup.com;janep@researchi
ntoaction.com;jay.bhalla@intergycorp.com;jcelona@sbcglobal.net;jci@cpuc.ca.gov;jeanne.sole@sfgov.or
g;Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com;JeffreyH@hellermanus.com;jennifer.holmes@itron.com;jennifer.porter@energy
center.org;jerryl@abag.ca.gov;jimflanagan4@mac.com;jimross@r-c-s-
inc.com;jkz1@pge.com;jl2@cpuc.ca.gov;jlaun@apogee.net;jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net;john.c
avalli@itron.com;john@enactenergy.com;john@proctoreng.com;joyw@mid.org;jparks@smud.org;jrugani
@rs-
e.com;js@clearedgepower.com;jsqueri@gmssr.com;jst@cpuc.ca.gov;jthornemann@aceee.org;jtiffany@
ase.org;judi.schweitzer@post.harvard.edu;jweil@aglet.org;jwiedman@goodinmacbride.com;jws@cpuc.c
a.gov;jwwd@pge.com;jyamagata@semprautilities.com;karl.brown@ucop.edu;katie@cuwcc.org;kdusel@
navigantconsulting.com;keh@cpuc.ca.gov;keith.mccrea@sablaw.com;kenneth.swain@navigantconsultin
g.com;kfox@wsgr.com;kgrenfell@nrdc.org;kim@cpuc.ca.gov;kjk@kjkammerer.com;klewis@energy.state.
ca.us;kmills@cfbf.com;kristac@acwa.com;kwong@semprautilities.com;larry.cope@sce.com;lcasentini@r
sgrp.com;lettenson@nrdc.org;liddell@energyattorney.com;lisa_weinzimer@platts.com;ljimene@smud.or
g;lmh@eslawfirm.com;lp1@cpuc.ca.gov;lpark@navigantconsulting.com;marcel@turn.org;Mary.Tucker@
sanjoseca.gov;Mary@EquipoiseConsulting.com;matt_sullivan@newcomb.cc;mbaker@sbwconsulting.co
m;mbhunt@ucdavis.edu;mboccadoro@dolphingroup.org;mclaughlin@braunlegal.com;meg@cpuc.ca.gov
;mharcos@rs-
e.com;mharrigan@ase.org;michael.cheng@paconsulting.com;michele@sbesc.com;mike@calcerts.com;



mistib@comcast.net;mkh@cpuc.ca.gov;mlewis@ctg-
net.com;mlong@anaheim.net;mmcguire@summitblue.com;Mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us;mmw@cpuc.
ca.gov;mrw@mrwassoc.com;mwbeck@lbl.gov;NancyKRod@conSol.ws;nhernandez@isd.co.la.ca.us;nor
man.furuta@navy.mil;nphall@tecmarket.net;p.miller@earthlink.net;paul.notti@honeywell.com;pcanessa
@charter.net;pjacobs@buildingmetrics.biz;pmschwartz@sbcglobal.net;ppl@cpuc.ca.gov;pstoner@lgc.or
g;pthompson@summitblue.com;pw1@cpuc.ca.gov;pwuebben@aqmd.gov;rachel.harcharik@itron.com;ra
fi@pge.com;rekl@pge.com;RemiT@hellermanus.com;rfox@intergycorp.com;rita@ritanortonconsulting.co
m;rknight@bki.com;rmccann@umich.edu;rmcmahill@currentgroup.com;rmowris@earthlink.net;rob@clfp.
com;Rob@ConSol.ws;robert.gilleskie@energycenter.org;rockybacchus@gmail.com;rreinhard@mofo.com
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klaw.com;rsapudar@energy.state.ca.us;rsperberg@onsitenergy.com;Sami.Khawaja@quantecllc.com;sa
msirkin@cs.com;saw@cpuc.ca.gov;SAW0@pge.com;sbarata@opiniondynamics.com;sbender@energy.s
tate.ca.us;sbuchwalter@icfi.com;scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com;sellis@fypower.org;sephra.ninow@energ
ycenter.org;sesco@optonline.net;shall@willisenergy.com;sjameslehtonen@yahoo.com;sk2@cpuc.ca.gov
;slda@pge.com;smw@cpuc.ca.gov;sobrien@mccarthylaw.com;southlandreports@earthlink.net;spatrick
@sempra.com;SRRd@pge.com;ssmyers@att.net;stephen.morrison@sfgov.org;susan.munves@smgov.n
et;swentworth@oaklandnet.com;tam@cpuc.ca.gov;tblair@mwdh2o.com;tconlon@geopraxis.com;tcr@cp
uc.ca.gov;tcrooks@mcr-
group.com;TFlanigan@EcoMotion.us;THAMILTON5@CHARTER.NET;thunt@cecmail.org;tim@marinemt
.org;tlmurray@earthlink.net;tmfry@nexant.com;tom@ucons.com;tory.weber@sce.com;trh@cpuc.ca.gov;
vwood@smud.org;wblattner@semprautilities.com;wbooth@booth-
law.com;wcm2@pge.com;wem@igc.org;wilkinson@es.ucsb.edu;WKR4@pge.com;wmcguire@fypower.o
rg;www@eslawfirm.com;wynne@braunlegal.com;yxg4@pge.com;zap@cpuc.ca.gov;ztc@cpuc.ca.gov;


